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Abstract 
In this PhD dissertation, I demonstrate how organizational politics helps explain process innovation 
outcomes, and I present key concepts and propositions for managing organizational politics in 
process innovation. Grounded in the literature on process and politics, and informed by theory of 
organizational politics, I analyze process innovation behavior in a large Danish high-tech company 
and explain variations in process implementation outcomes across business units. Organized as an 
embedded case study (research methodology) within the wider context of a collaborative practice 
study (action research), I analyze multiple sources of process data and identify four distinct patterns 
of process politics: Applying-the-hammer, struggling-to-engage, walking-the-talk, and keeping-up-
appearances. The analyses rely on a holistic understanding of organizational politics based on 
multiple perspectives to account for variations in political practices across business units. The 
analyses lead to propositions about circumstances that allow for certain political patterns to emerge, 
about the applicability of various political perspectives in different circumstances surrounding 
process implementation, and about political strategies for adopting consensus or conflict based 
leadership styles and management practices to process implementation depending on the actors’ 
response patterns. The developed concepts and propositions contribute to the streams of literature 
on process innovation and Software Process Improvement (SPI) by addressing a number of 
knowledge gaps: The need for broader conceptualizations of organizational politics, theoretically 
grounded empirical investigations, and contributions to theory. I conclude with a discussion of the 
implications of my contributions for research and practice within the Information Systems (IS) 
discipline. 
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1. Research Context 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter sets the stage for the case study on organizational politics in process innovation 
reported in this PhD dissertation by placing it within the context of a larger research project at a 
company striving to improve current systems development practices. The research site, the focus of 
the research project, and the approach guiding the research are presented. 
 

CONTENT 
As an industrial PhD student, I participated in a process innovation project at Terma, a high-tech 
company, with the dual purpose of doing research and contributing to practice. My participation 
was guided by critical realism as my research philosophy and by collaborative practice research as 
my research methodology. The case study on politics in process innovation was a spin-off of my 
participation in the project. 
 
 
Terma is a high-tech company that in 2005 initiated a process innovation project, the Business 
Process Improvement Project (BPIP), to improve its current systems development practices. I was 
employed as an industrial PhD student (from May 2005 to October 2008) to help facilitate and 
study the process. My actions were guided by collaborative practice research, and within the scope 
of this methodology, a case study on politics in process innovation presented itself as an 
opportunity for a dedicated research initiative. This PhD dissertation reports the case study, 
following an introduction to the larger context from which it emerged. In terms of context, this 
chapter describes the company (the site at which I conducted my research), the BPIP (the focus of 
my research project), and my research approach as an industrial PhD student (the research 
philosophy and methodology guiding my study of the BPIP at Terma). 
 

1.1. The Research Site 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents the company at which the research was conducted. 
 

CONTENT 
Terma is a high-tech company comprised of multiple, semi-autonomous business units spanning a 
variety of application domains. The common denominator is mission critical systems for civilian 
and military use. The Terma Management System (TMS), a quality system, contains company-wide 
processes that guide systems development and management practices across the business units. 
 
 
Terma is a high-tech systems development company that markets a wide range of both off-the-shelf 
products and customized systems for civilian and military use. All Terma products and systems are 
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designed and developed for so-called mission critical environments and situations in which human 
lives are ultimately at stake. Terma’s business areas span: 
 

 Design and manufacture of advanced aerostructures 
 Airborne systems for aircraft self-protection and airborne tactical reconnaissance systems 
 Integrated systems for air defense, electronic warfare, combat management, and air traffic 

management 
 Radar systems for coastal and naval surveillance 
 Space systems, including power electronics, star trackers, as well as ground and flight 

software 
 
Terma was founded in 1944, and what was then a small manufacturing shop producing among other 
things thermometers and manometers, thereby inspiring the company name. Terma has since 
expanded in both size and application domains. Today, Terma employs more than 1000 people 
around the world and has offices in the United States, Singapore, the Netherlands, Germany, and 
Denmark where the company headquarters are located [1], [6]. 
 
Last year (2006/07), Terma had revenue of $171 mill. and a $14 mill. profit before tax. The 
company’s export share is 80%, making Terma extremely dependent upon external markets [3], 
[173]. 
 
Terma is comprised of five self-contained business units, corresponding to the aforementioned 
business areas each of which is run as a profit center, i.e. Terma has a divisional organizational 
structure. Each unit operates along functional lines, but with certain corporate services (including 
corporate communication, corporate finance, HR, IT, manufacturing facilities, and quality 
assurance) provided centrally. In line with this divisional structure, the business units are semi-
autonomous and governed by separate leadership teams who are ultimately responsible to corporate 
management and the company CEO [4]. The five business units are: 
 

 Aerostructures (AES) 
 Airborne Systems (ASY) 
 Integrated Systems (ISY) 
 Radar Systems (RSY) 
 Space (SPD) 

 
Even though the business units have considerable latitude in selecting, planning and executing 
systems development projects, all company employees are expected to comply with the 
requirements of the Terma Management System (TMS) – containing descriptions of the company’s 
systems development and management processes. The purpose of the TMS is to facilitate consistent 
execution of the established management strategies and policies in a technically as well as 
economically optimal way. The TMS is a comprehensive ISO 9001 certified quality system that 
contains more than 1,000 documents with varying levels of detail and abstraction – some of which 
apply only to individual business units whereas other documents concern the company at large. 
Figure 1.1 illustrates the structure of the TMS. 
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Figure 1.1: The Terma Management System (TMS) 
 

 
    

 
Source: Terma Management System policy [5]. 

 
The figure draws attention to two aspects of the TMS: (1) processes are hierarchically structured 
corresponding to the Capacity Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) distinction between policies 
(Terma policies), practices (Terma procedures), and subpractices (Terma instructions) (Chrissis et 
al., 2003), and (2) some procedures and instructions are universal whereas other such processes are 
unique to a particular business unit [5]. 
 

1.2. The Research Focus1

 
Quintessence 

 
STRUCTURE 

This section presents the process innovation project which was the focus of research. 
 

CONTENT 
For nearly two years (2005-2006), Terma carried out a corporate-wide process innovation project, 
the Business Process Improvement Project (BPIP) based on the maturity model CMMI. The goal 
was to improve systems development and management practices by reaching CMMI level 2 
(targeting project management) in four of the company’s business units. 
 
 
From January 2005 to December 2006, four of Terma’s five business units (AES, ASY, ISY, and 
RSY) were involved in a corporate led process innovation project called the Business Process 
Improvement Project (BPIP). The purpose of the BPIP was to improve systems development and 
management practices in compliance with the American maturity model CMMI (Capability 

                                                 
1 This section contains an abridged and condensed version of the history of the BPIP. Chapter 6 contains elaborate 
descriptions of the project at both the corporate and the business unit levels, including how it was organized and 
planned (improvement organization), how it actually unfolded (improvement process), and what the outcomes were 
(improvement results). 
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Maturity Model Integration).2 The goal was to reach CMMI level 2, the level at which basic project 
management processes are stable and repeatable. The BPIP was the result of, on the one hand, 
problems of staying within schedule and budget at the project level and, on the other hand, customer 
demands for proof of organizational maturity. 
 
The BPIP was orchestrated by a corporate BPIP manager and supported by various groups of 
experts.3 It was planned as a project in two phases: A process definition phase (phase 1) followed 
by a process implementation phase (phase 2). During phase 1, Process Area Teams (PATs) were 
tasked with updating existing processes, i.e. TMS policies, procedures, and instructions, in 
compliance with the CMMI. During phase 2, the processes were deployed in pilots before broad 
based implementation. Whereas phase 1 and the pilots of phase 2 were planned at the corporate 
level, local implementation was planned by the business units themselves to ensure ownership of 
the new processes. 
 
The BPIP was a learning process shaping and transforming the project over time. As a result, the 
scope, purpose, and goal of the project were frequently discussed. Should the scope of the project 
be limited to the CMMI process areas or should it include all processes in need of improvement? 
Should the purpose of the project be to satisfy customer demands for proof of organizational 
maturity or to improve the systems development capabilities of the organization? Should the goal of 
the project be to strengthen project management (CMMI level 2) at Terma or to achieve process 
standardization (CMMI level 3) across the business units? 
 
Apart from agreeing on the scope, purpose, and goal of the BPIP, numerous other challenges 
confronted the project, including how to interpret the CMMI (i.e. how to understand the CMMI 
requirements and terminology), how to make process improvement a priority of the business units, 
how to avoid implementation of defective processes, how to ensure management commitment, how 
to divide responsibilities between projects and other organizational units, how to align processes 
with IT, and how to handle projects (in terms of processes) transcending business unit boundaries. 
 
Implementation progress was measured continuously by means of a self-assessment tool. This tool 
made it possible to measure each systems development project’s compliance with CMMI level 2. At 
the deadline, only ISY and RSY had reached the implementation goal of being CMMI level 2 
compliant. Whether the BPIP was a success or not is another question entirely. Not wanting to pre-
empt the findings of the case study reported in this PhD dissertation, suffice it to say that the results 
of the BPIP implementation (phase 2) were both surprising and puzzling. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
2 Appendix F contains a description of the model. 
3 The groups were called ‘the architects’, ‘the coordinators’, and ‘the trainers’ (see subsection 6.1.1 for further 
information) – together with the corporate BPIP manager known as the Business Process Improvement Project Group 
(BPIPG). Elsewhere, the BPIPG is also referred to as BPIP management. 
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1.3. The Research Approach 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes the research approach: First the philosophy and second the methodology 
underlying the research. 
 

CONTENT 
Critical realism and collaborative practice research are identified as the research philosophy and 
research methodology respectively. Critical realism distinguishes between natural and social 
phenomena in terms of their being independent or dependent of human cognition. This distinction 
has general implications for how research should be conducted. Specifically, critical realism lends 
itself to a multi-method research approach. Collaborative practice research is one such multi-
method research approach that combines action research with field experiments and practice 
studies to pursue research opportunities as they emerge during the action research cycle. The case 
study on politics in process innovation was one such opportunity. 
 
 
As mentioned, this PhD dissertation reports my case study on politics in process innovation, and 
chapter 5 describes my application of case study theory, and the methods used for data collection 
and analysis. However, since the case study was borne out of my research participation in the BPIP, 
I find it necessary to present my research approach as an industrial PhD student at Terma. Critical 
realism and collaborative practice research were combined to form my research approach. 
Collaborative practice research constituted the research methodology and critical realism the 
research philosophy. Each is described in turn below. The implications of my research philosophy 
for the case study are pointed out in section 5.1. The steps taken to ensure the rigor and quality of 
my collaborative practice research project at Terma are described in chapter 10 along with 
reflections on my role as industrial PhD student at the company. 
 

1.3.1. Research Philosophy 
The philosophy of science underlying the research reported here is critical realism. Critical realism 
is, most notably, associated with the writings of Roy Bhaskar (Bhaskar, 1975; Archer et al., 1998) 
and was developed in response to problems of research based on realism (ontology) and positivism 
(epistemology). Historically, critical realism sets out to advance “a critical naturalism in social 
science” by reconciling a realist ontology with a relativist epistemology (knowledge as socially and 
historically bound). Critical realism is especially relevant to Information Systems (IS) research 
because it addresses some of the problems confronting this field. Says Mingers: “Critical realism is 
important for IS because: (i) CR enables us to take a basically realist stance whilst accepting the 
major critiques of naive realism; (ii) it addresses both natural and social science and thus 
encompasses the main domains of IS; and (iii) does potentially fit well with the reality of IS as an 
applied discipline” (Mingers, 2004c: 97). 
 
In terms of ontology, critical realism asserts the existence of a world independent of human 
cognition, but recognizes the shaping of knowledge and experience by humans’ cognitive abilities. 
Natural and social phenomena are, therefore, inherently different, which has implications for social 
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science. The social world is conceptualized as interactions between people and social structures 
which, on the one hand, enable some actions and constrain others and, on the other hand, are 
reproduced and transformed through action and inaction. Social structures are situated in a specific 
time and space and do not exist independently of the activities that they govern and people’s 
awareness of their own actions. Thus, events at a specific time and place are the result of the 
interplay between various social structures and both conscious and unconscious actions of people. 
In summary, “the primary ontological claim is the existence of a domain of causally efficacious 
mechanisms and structures that have powers or properties which are, in varying degrees, 
independent of our experience and knowledge of them. This is the domain of the Real and is in 
essence co-extensive with the entire universe. The interaction of these structures gives rise to the 
events that occur or do not occur (the Actual) and a small subset of these are experienced and 
observed by humans (the Empirical)” (Mingers, 2004a: 150). 
 
In terms of epistemology, critical realism contends that knowledge first and foremost depends on 
how reality manifests itself rather than on our cognitive experiences and abilities. Says Mingers: 
“Critical realism asserts that the conditions for knowledge do not arise in our minds but in the 
structure of reality, and that such knowledge will not be universal and ahistorical” (Mingers, 2004c: 
92). Social systems are open systems, and social science theories are difficult to test because 
predictions (about ‘the Real’) may or may not come true (in ‘the Actual’) depending on a variety of 
factors. In contrast to induction and deduction, critical realism depends on ‘retroduction’ (Mingers, 
2004c: 94-95), which means that a hypothetical mechanism is proposed that would cause some 
unexplained phenomenon (to be investigated) if the mechanism existed. (In my research, the 
unexplained phenomenon is variations in process innovation behavior, and the proposed 
hypothetical mechanism is organizational politics.) ‘Retroduction’ implies explaining experiences 
and observations (in ‘the Empirical’) based on presumed social structures (in ‘the Real’). However, 
since other mechanisms may exist (in ‘the Actual’), competing explanations should be eliminated4 
while finding supporting evidence for the proposed hypothetical mechanism. Critical realism, 
therefore, focuses on theoretical understanding and explanations rather than predictions. 
 
In terms of methodology, critical realism lends itself to a multi-method research approach (Mingers, 
2007, 2001; Sayer, 1992). Because critical realism goes beneath the surface to understand and 
explain events by hypothesizing about social structures and mechanisms, “it is to be expected that 
gaining knowledge in any particular situation will require a variety of research methods” (Mingers, 
2004c: 100). 
 

1.3.2. Research Methodology 
The research presented in this PhD dissertation is an embedded case study (Yin, 2003) that emerged 
from a collaborative practice research (Mathiassen, 2002) project. My industrial PhD project was 
driven by concern for both practice and research. The goal was to help improve current practices in 
each of the business units participating in the BPIP and at the same time to add to the body of 
knowledge on process innovation. Collaborative practice research was chosen as the overall 
research methodology for two reasons. First, like other forms of action research,5 collaborative 
                                                 
4 In chapter 9, the limitation of focusing solely on organizational politics to the exclusion of competing explanations is 
mentioned. 
5 For an account of the history of action research, see Baskerville et al., 1996 (for specific information on the origins of 
action research, see Susman et al., 1978). For a categorization of different forms of action research, see Baskerville et 
al., 1998. 
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practice research contributes to both research and practice. Second, collaborative practice research 
draws on the strengths of action research and compensates for its weaknesses by including practice 
studies and field experiments. For these reasons, collaborative practice research was seen as 
appropriate for studying and contributing to process innovation at Terma. The choice of 
collaborative practice research established a basis for rigorous research because it supported the 
diversity of goals (Mingers, 2001), i.e. improving practices and extending knowledge, and 
compensated for the weaknesses of action research. 
 
Collaborative practice research is described as a pluralist research methodology guiding practice 
and research collaboration and, like action research, it serves the interests of both industry and 
academia (Mathiassen, 2002).6 In the words of Lindgren et al.: “Action research distinguishes itself 
in that it is interventionist and dedicated to the development of knowledge useful to both research 
and practice” (Lindgren et al., 2004: 441). Rapoport, however, states this dual imperative already in 
1970: “Action research aims to contribute both to the practical concerns of people in an immediate 
problematic situation and to the goals of social science by joint collaboration within a mutually 
acceptable framework” (Rapoport, 1970: 499). This definition highlights some basic principles of 
action research (and by implication collaborative practice research) that most action researchers 
agree upon, namely (1) the dual imperatives of contributing to both science and practical problem 
solving, (2) the need for both practitioner and researcher involvement, and (3) the importance of 
agreeing on the terms of joint collaboration. However, when practical concerns and research 
interests are combined, different goals compete for attention, and in such situations, researchers run 
the risk of turning into consultants (Baskerville et al., 1996), which underscores the need for 
balancing practical relevance and scientific rigor in research. Collaborative practice research offers 
a way of combining different qualitative research approaches to accommodate this need and support 
the various goals of research projects in which both researchers and practitioners participate. 
Collaborative practice research “is an action research approach that makes it possible to launch a 
number of focused research initiatives based on different research methodologies as the 
organizational problem-solving evolves” (Iversen et al., 2004: 404). 
 
Collaborative practice research attempts to compensate for some of the weaknesses of action 
research by including field experiments and practice studies. Mathiassen points to “the limited 
support provided to structure the research process and findings” (Mathiassen, 2002: 331) as the 
most significant weakness of action research. Systematic data collection and control of the outcome 
are made difficult by the emerging nature of the research process. In comparison, the advantage of 
field experiments is that the research process can be designed as a series of dedicated and narrowly 
focused research initiatives. Practice studies can be initiated to investigate selected practices and 
their impact on the organization. Hence, field experiments and practice studies are techniques to 
structure the research process and its output. The weakness of these techniques is the separation of 
research from practice, which is one of the strengths of action research. 
 
During my collaborative practice research project, various opportunities for field experiments and 
practice studies emerged as certain events were considered interesting enough to warrant special 

                                                 
6 Compared to IS research in general that aims at understanding and supporting practice, commitment to improve 
practice is the hallmark of collaborative practice research (and other forms of action research). The underlying 
assumption is that an understanding of practice is necessary to establish propositions that support practice, and that such 
propositions are ultimately tested through attempts to improve practice. A number of articles have reported on action 
research in IS with the objective of contributing to both research and practice, including a special issue of MIS 
Quarterly (Baskerville et al., 2004). 
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attention. One such opportunity was the development of a process maturity assessment tool to be 
used for continuous evaluation of the BPIP implementation progress. This study involved 
investigating assessments as drivers in process innovation. The development of this tool 
corresponds to the description of a field experiment in Mathiassen (2002), and it has been 
documented in two conference papers (Müller et al., 2007a; 2007b). Another opportunity was the 
case study (corresponding to Mathiassen’s (2002) description of practice studies) of organizational 
culture in process innovation. Separate practice studies investigated the impact of variations in 
organizational subculture on process implementation in two business units at Terma (Müller et al., 
2008a; 2008b). A third opportunity was the case study (corresponding to Mathiassen’s (2002) 
description of practice studies) of organizational politics in process innovation which is reported in 
this PhD dissertation. Figure 1.2 depicts the overall research process. 
 

Figure 1.2: An Emergent Approach to Collaborative Practice Research (Sequential) 
 

 
    

 
Source: Adapted from Germonprez & Mathiassen, 2004. 

 
All in all, the collaborative practice research project corresponds in every sense to the description of 
‘the planned approach’ (as opposed to ‘the emergent approach’) to action research described by 
Germonprez et al.: “Researchers often turn to multiple methods in the examination and explanation 
of research questions. Action research can act as a platform on which explanation can be produced 
and additional methods can be adopted” (Germonprez et al., 2004: 6). 
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2. Thesis Overview 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter places the PhD dissertation within the wider context of process innovation and 
identifies gaps in our state-of-the-art knowledge of the role of politics. The contributions of my 
research in addressing these gaps are emphasized, following a brief introduction to the research 
setup, including the research question, the research methodology, and the theoretical framing of the 
research. The chapter concludes with an outline of the overall structure of the PhD dissertation. 
 

CONTENT 
Process innovation is linked to organizational change and politics, and the literature reveals gaps 
in our current knowledge. I address these gaps in our knowledge of politics in process 
implementation through a qualitative, explorative, and embedded case study. Based on a multi-
perspective framework, I analyze and explain variations in process innovation behavior across 
business units within the same company, and I contribute to theory by establishing concepts and 
propositions about patterns of political behavior, the applicability of different political 
perspectives, and political strategies for managing process innovation efforts. 
 
 
The broad area of business process innovation includes a long tradition of enhancing performance 
and quality in business by adopting various forms of technology and changing the way work is 
managed, organized, and executed. Business process innovation is an area of research that dates 
back many decades and has roots in the quality movement, scientific management, the 
sociotechnical school, research on diffusion of innovation, and research on competitive use of 
Information Technology (IT) (Davenport, 1993). Business process innovation is closely related to 
organizational change, and among the areas of investigation within this research area is 
organizational politics (Knights & Murray, 1994; Mintzberg, 1983; Pfeffer, 1981; Pettigrew, 1973). 
 
A political perspective on organizational change involves thinking about organizations as stages for 
political gaming. The focus is on interests, conflicting interests, and the use of power to resolve 
conflicts. All organizational activity and functioning are interest based, which means that, for 
example, structures, technologies, and strategies have a political dimension. Private and 
organizational interests cause people to act politically, and these acts may have a disintegrative 
effect on an organization by pulling it in different directions. The political perspective likens 
organizations to systems of government by drawing attention to the many factors that shape politics 
in organizational life (Morgan, 1997). Building on this perspective, organizations are perceived as 
capable of carrying out organizational change to the extent that they are able to navigate and 
manage organizational politics. 
 
A systematic review of the literature confirms the importance of organizational politics in process 
innovation (key contributions include Boudreau & Robey, 1996; Buchanan, 1997; Grint et al., 
1995; Kelley, 1976; and Knights & McCabe, 1998) and implementation (key contributions include 
Brown, 1995; Burkhardt & Brass, 1990; Cavaye & Christensen, 1996; Hart & Saunders, 1997; and 
Markus, 1983), but reveals gaps in our state-of-the-art knowledge. Generally speaking, the literature 
lacks conceptualizations of organizational politics, theoretically grounded empirical investigations, 
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and contributions to theory. More specifically, our knowledge of the influence of organizational 
politics on process innovation behavior is lacking in key areas. Among the questions that are ripe 
for exploration are: (1) How does organizational politics influence process implementation? (2) 
How can different perspectives on organizational politics help us explain and guide process 
implementation? (3) How can organizational politics help us explain variations in process 
implementation outcomes across organizational units? As explained below, my research addresses 
these gaps in our knowledge. 
 
My research is, generally, positioned in relation to the literature on both business process innovation 
and politics in organizational change. Specifically, my research is situated within the IS research 
tradition with a focus on politics in process implementation. 
 
I have adopted Bradshaw-Camball & Murray’s trifocal view of organizational politics (Bradshaw-
Camball & Murray, 1991), a multi-perspective framework, to study the politics of process 
implementation in a Danish high-tech company, Terma, and to help explain variations in 
implementation processes and outcomes across business units within the company. Specifically, I 
address the following research question: “How can variations in (digitally enabled) process 
innovation behavior be explained and managed through organizational politics?”. 
 
The research was carried out as a qualitative, explorative, and embedded case study. This case study 
was part of a three-year collaborative practice research effort to improve systems development 
practices within Terma. The challenge at Terma was to implement new processes across the 
organization based on the Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI). The CMMI is one of the 
most widely adopted frameworks for evaluating, benchmarking, and improving software and 
systems development processes based on what numerous companies consider best practice (Chrissis 
et al., 2003). It outlines the minimum requirements of systems development and software 
engineering within different process areas and at different maturity levels (from lowest (CMMI 
level 1) to highest (CMMI level 5) maturity). The model is used for three purposes: (1) for process 
improvement, (2) for benchmarking companies, and (3) for selecting suppliers, especially within the 
defense industry (CMMI Product Team, 2006).7

 
The research contributes to our state-of-the-art knowledge in several ways. At a general level, my 
analyses show that organizational politics may account for variations in implementation processes 
and outcomes, but that a complete explanation requires multiple perspectives on organizational 
politics. The trifocal view of organizational politics is a useful multi-perspective framework that 
allows for a holistic understanding. Based on my research, I describe the strengths of the framework 
as an analytical tool for understanding organizational politics associated with process 
implementation. At a specific level, my analyses demonstrate that the variations in innovation 
behavior across business units within the company were politically motivated. Based on analyses of 
politics during process implementation, I have identified four distinct patterns of process politics, 
positioned the patterns in relation to the initial conditions for engaging in process implementation, 
described the political behaviors that characterize each pattern, and clarified how these behaviors 
play out during process implementation and eventually impact implementation outcomes. The 
patterns are: Applying-the-hammer, struggling-to-engage, walking-the-talk, and keeping-up-
appearances. The patterns encapsulate lessons learned for managing politics in process 
implementation (across business units) that in turn lead to propositions. The propositions should be 

                                                 
7 For more information, see Appendix F. 
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considered by change agents involved in process innovation. The propositions theorize about 
circumstances that allow for certain political patterns to emerge, the applicability of the various 
political perspectives under various circumstances surrounding process implementation, and 
political strategies for adopting consensus or conflict based leadership styles and management 
practices to process implementation depending on the actors’ response patterns. These propositions 
contribute to the literature on process innovation and software process improvement (SPI) by 
addressing an identified knowledge gap. 
 
The overall structure of the PhD dissertation is as follows. Chapter 3 positions this research by 
reviewing insights from the literature on politics in process innovation (the intersection between the 
literature on business process innovation and politics in organizational change) and IS related 
process implementation (the combination of the literatures on politics in systems implementation 
and SPI). Chapter 4 presents the multi-perspective framework that guides the empirical exploration. 
Chapter 5 introduces the research design, including the rationale for and the organization of the case 
study. Chapter 6 describes the case, including the BPIP implementation processes and outcomes in 
the different business units. Chapter 7 presents the political analyses of the four business units. 
Chapter 8 discusses the results and the research contributions. Chapter 9 highlights the limitations 
of my research. Chapter 10 contains reflections on my collaborative practice research at Terma, 
including the quality and rigor of my research. Finally, chapter 11 concludes the research. 
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3. Theoretical Background 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter identifies gaps in the process innovation and organizational politics literature and 
positions my research relative to these gaps. Following a discussion of key concepts and 
approaches in process innovation, I review the general literature and relevant IS literature on 
process and politics. Syntheses of existing research are summarized within each part of the 
literature: Politics in process innovation in general, and politics in systems and process 
implementation within IS. Based on reflections on these streams of literature, I identify a number of 
gaps in the literature and describe how my research addresses these gaps. The contributions to 
each literature stream are summarized in a table towards the end of the chapter. 
 

CONTENT 
The following gaps in the general and IS related process innovation literature are notable: 
Conceptualizations of organizational politics, theoretically grounded empirical investigations 
(except the stream of literature on politics in systems implementation), and contributions to theory. 
Since none of the reviewed articles focus solely on politics to account for process innovation and 
implementation success or failure, I identify a need for further exploration of the role of 
organizational politics in process innovation and implementation. My research addresses these 
gaps by using the lens of organizational politics to analyze and explain variations in process 
implementation outcomes across organizational units within the same company. The analyses are 
theory driven, based on multiple perspectives on organizational politics, and lead to theoretical 
contributions in the form of concepts and propositions for political management of process 
implementation efforts. 
 
 
The broad area of business process innovation includes a long tradition of improving performance 
and quality in business by adopting various forms of technology and changing the way work is 
managed, organized, and executed. This PhD dissertation is positioned within this broad tradition of 
scientific investigation. 
 
At a general level, the research is positioned in relation to the two bodies of knowledge on business 
process innovation and politics in organizational change. These two areas represent very broad 
bodies of knowledge with extensive literature sources. This PhD dissertation contains a brief 
overview of key sources within both of these areas. In addition, a systematic review of the overlap 
between these two areas, i.e. the literature on politics in process innovation (see subsections 3.2.2 
and 3.2.3), is presented. The literature review is inspired by Webster & Watson (2002), Jasperson et 
al. (2002), and Leidner & Kayworth (2006); it is described in Appendix G. 
 
At the specific level, the research is situated within the IS research tradition, with a focus on politics 
in process implementation, and to study this further, I provide a systematic review of the literature 
on politics in systems implementation (see subsections 3.3.1 and 3.3.2) and politics in SPI (see 
subsections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4). Each of these is presented in detail. 
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Based on this review, I identify the gaps in the literature to which this PhD dissertation contributes: 
 General gaps in the literature: 

o Conceptualizations of organizational politics 
o Theoretically grounded contributions 
o Contributions to theory 

 Specific unanswered questions: 
o How does organizational politics influence process implementation? 
o How can different perspectives on organizational politics help us explain and guide 

process implementation? 
o How can organizational politics help us explain variations in process implementation 

outcomes across organizational units? 
 
In section 3.4, “Positioning this Research”, the gaps in the literature are summarized with an 
emphasis on the contribution of this PhD dissertation in addressing these gaps. 
 

3.1. Process Innovation 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section traces the history of process innovation and describes the legacy of its precursors. By 
concluding that process innovation covers a range of process improvement approaches, this section 
outlines the research domain and the scope of the subsequent literature review. 
 

CONTENT 
Process innovation is built on previous research traditions and has inherited traits from the quality 
movement, scientific management, the sociotechnical school, research on diffusion of innovation, 
and research on competitive use of IT. Because these precursors focus on change processes that 
vary in scope, process innovation covers the whole range of both incremental and radical changes. 
By focusing on process implementation, my research inscribes itself in the process innovation 
tradition. 
 
 
In the book Process Innovation: Reengineering Work through Information Technology, Davenport 
(1993) recounts the origins of process innovation. He describes process innovation as the latest step 
in the development of operational performance research. Interest in how operational performance 
can be improved is not new. Process innovation has roots in research that dates back many decades. 
The roots of process innovation can be traced back to (1) the quality movement, (2) scientific 
management, (3) the sociotechnical school8, (4) research on diffusion of innovation, and (5) 
research on competitive use of IT. 
 
From the quality movement (e.g. Deming, 1986; Crosby, 1979; Juran, 1964), process innovation 
has inherited process thinking, i.e. an emphasis on processes, process stability, and incremental 
process changes (improvements). One basic principle of the quality movement is that process 
quality is the key to product quality, and attention, therefore, centers on the former. Process stability 

                                                 
8 And organizational behavior schools. 
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which is reached and measured through statistical process control is the basis for incremental 
changes and improvements to processes. 
 
From scientific management (Taylor, 1911), process innovation has inherited a focus on division of 
labor or tasks and a focus on measuring. Scientific management, or Taylorism, is about the 
engineering and streamlining of human behavior in a mechanistic and rational manner with a view 
to: (1) separating process from practice, (2) establishing a process ideal, (3) ensuring efficiency and 
productivity through measurements and controls, and (4) adhering to standard operating procedures. 
In this tradition, IT is seen as an enabler of change and a means to reduce dependence on unreliable 
human manpower. Because of its predisposition to creativity among other things, process 
innovation has a less negative perception of human nature in the sense that human contributions 
should be optimized and stimulated rather than eliminated. For the same reason, IT serves to nurture 
these characteristics instead of substituting human labor. 
 
From the sociotechnical school (e.g. Trist, 1951; Lewin, 1951)9, process innovation has inherited an 
emphasis on the interplay between technology and people. Both technology and humans are 
enablers of change, and simultaneous management of both aspects is required, although special 
attention is afforded the human element in innovation. Creating structured work processes by 
combining technology and people while taking culture and the environment into account is the goal. 
 
From research on diffusion of innovation (e.g. Rogers, 1962), process innovation has inherited a 
dual adaptation strategy, i.e. adaptation of technology on the one hand and adaptation of 
organizational structures and processes on the other hand, to accommodate an innovation. 
 
From research on competitive use of IT (e.g. Parsons, 1983; Porter & Millar, 1985), process 
innovation has inherited an awareness of the possibility of using IT to effect radical change of an 
organization’s work processes and competitiveness, i.e. the way the organization does business. 
 
In many respects these precursors of process innovation differ, e.g. in terms of the degree of change 
that is envisioned, the process aspects and the aspects of the change process that are in focus, and 
process change catalysts that are highlighted. However, common to all of them is a focus on 
operational enhancement. 
 
Figure 3.1 illustrates the history of process improvement approaches. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
9 For a historical account of the sociotechnical school, see Fox, 1995. 
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Figure 3.1: The History of Process Improvement Approaches 
 

 
    

 
Source: Davenport, 1983: 320. 

 
The figure shows inspection as the most simple process improvement approach, i.e. the level of 
process change is low. Basic product inspection (see for example Taylor, 1911), known as quality 
control, triggers few if any changes to existing processes. Products are compared against 
specifications, and non-conforming articles are simply discarded. Process variation is reduced by 
means of statistical process control. Continuous improvement (see for example Deming, 1986; 
Feigenbaum, 1961; Shewhart, 1931), on the other hand, involves a higher level of process change. It 
is the hallmark of Total Quality Management (TQM). Reduction of process variation, such as 
inspection, and incremental changes are core principles of this approach. Process innovation results 
in the highest level of process change (see for example Hammer & Champy, 1993; Hammer, 1990) 
compared to inspection and continuous improvement. In relation to process innovation, Davenport 
describes inspection as a concept that “combines the methodical, deliberate nature of the tortoise 
with the speed and ambition of the hare” (Davenport, 1993: 322), i.e. improvements are radical 
rather than incremental and thoroughly planned. Business Process Reengineering (BPR) and 
Business Process Management (BPM) are examples of process innovation.10 Despite their 
differences, continuous improvement and process innovation are borne out of the same tradition as 
accounted for above. Processes are the unit of analysis and target for improvement. The goal is to 
effect change and do business differently; establishing strategies is not a concern. Measurements 
and statistical analyses are considered important means in prompting improvements. Finally, 
benchmarking models, standards, and other criteria external to the organization are used as bases for 
evaluating improvements. In relation to software engineering and systems development, such 
models and standards include the Capability Maturity Model (CMM) and the CMMI. 
 
My research focuses on the implementation of new processes, some of which are evolutionary 
while others are radical in nature compared to previous practices. This focus on process 

                                                 
10 Davenport compares process innovation to process reengineering in the sense that ”reengineering generally means the 
radical redesign of broad, cross-functional business processes with the objective of order-of-magnitude performance 
gains, often with the aid of information technology” (Davenport, 1995: 1-2). 
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implementation places my research within the research tradition of process innovation and sets the 
stage for the subsequent literature review. 
 

3.2. General Literature on Process and Politics 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section reviews the general literature on process and politics and situates the stream of 
literature on politics in process innovation within the wider context of politics in organizational 
change. Whereas key examples of the latter are merely mentioned, contributions to the former are 
reviewed extensively. By describing their contributions to the literature in turn, I pay homage to the 
authors who have gone before me in investigating the role of politics in process innovation. For the 
readers who are not interested in the details, a summary of the literature on politics in process 
innovation which emphasizes gaps in our state-of-the-art knowledge is provided at the end of the 
section. 
 

CONTENT 
The relationship between organizational change and politics is dialectical in nature. On the one 
hand, politics is an instrument of organizational change. On the other hand, politics increases in 
times of organizational change. As an instance of organizational change, process innovation is 
influenced by politics too. Despite extensive research on the causes of resistance to innovations and 
the room for political management, our knowledge is insufficient. The literature on process 
innovation lacks conceptualizations of organizational politics, theoretically grounded 
contributions, and contributions to theory. These gaps allow for further research and contributions 
to the literature. 
 
 

3.2.1. Politics in Organizational Change 
Politics in organizational change has been a subject of interest for decades (see for example Drory 
& Romm, 1990; Jasperson et al., 2002). The literature is extensive owing to the fact that 
organizational change is a concept that encompasses changes to many different aspects of 
organizational life, including changes in culture, technology, and leadership. Since my research 
focuses on process innovation as yet another aspect, I will not review the entire body of literature on 
politics in organizational change. Instead, this subsection will set the stage for a review of the 
literature on politics in process innovation (and, relatedly, systems implementation and SPI) by 
emphasizing the contributions to the literature on politics in organizational change of some of the 
pioneers in the field. 
 
In the literature mentioned below, politics is either a catalyst for (Knights & Murray, 1994; 
Mintzberg, 1983), or the result of, organizational change (Pfeffer, 1981; Pettigrew, 1973). 
 
According to Knights & Murray (1994), power and politics play a role in explaining relations 
between technological, organizational, and societal change. Individuals and groups exercise power 
through political processes that construct, reproduce, and change organizational and technological 
realities. Such political processes are enacted based on “competing career and identity-securing 
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strategies” (Knights & Murray, 1994: 245). The intensity of organizational politics varies over time 
depending on “factors such as the rapidity of organizational change, the institutionalisation of 
political routines and practices, and the degree of uncertainty facing decision-makers and those 
charged with implementing decisions taken elsewhere” (Knights & Murray, 1994: xvi). 
 
Mintzberg (1983) argues that politics can be a catalyst for organizational change by acting as an 
“invisible hand”. Politics is an instrument of change and can even be a prerequisite for 
organizational changes to occur. Prerequisite or not, three types of political games can be played for 
the purpose of effecting organizational change: The strategic candidates game (promoting 
candidates for strategic change through salesmanship or by accommodating the interests of potential 
supporters), the whistle-blowing game (using privileged information and bypassing legitimate 
power, e.g. formal authority or expertise, to effect change), and the young Turks game (establishing 
coalitions and using pressure to effect fundamental change that challenges legitimate power). Says 
Mintzberg: “When change must be made without questioning the basic legitimacy of existing 
power, it is the strategic candidates games that can be used. When legitimate power must be 
bypassed, say for the sake of correcting an unethical practice, then it is the whistle-blowing game 
that can be called upon. And when the necessary change is so fundamental that it must challenge the 
legitimate power directly – as in the replacement of a whole strategy, ideology, or even the central 
authority itself – then politics in the form of the young Turks game is usually necessary” 
(Mintzberg, 1983: 230). Thus, politics may play a constructive role in organizations. For one thing, 
politics promotes necessary adaptation of organizations to changes in their environment (Mintzberg, 
1983). 
 
Research by Pfeffer (1981) shows that power and politics are inseparable concepts. Says Pfeffer: 
“Power is the property of the system at rest; politics is the study of power in action” (Pfeffer, 1981: 
7). Power is the capacity to influence (e.g. control of information) whereas politics is the use of 
power in activities and behavior (e.g. disclosure of information). Politics is fuelled and affected by 
situations of uncertainty, ambiguity, and change. Organizational changes are caused by adaptation 
to environmental factors. Environmental factors influence the power distribution within an 
organization, which in turn influences not only leadership and decisions but also structures (Pfeffer, 
1981). 
 
From the work of Pettigrew (1973) we know that an organization is a political system, and 
“political behaviour is defined as behaviour by individuals, or, in collective terms, by sub-units, 
within an organization that makes a claim against the resource-sharing system of the organization” 
(Pettigrew, 1973: 17). Such behavior is characteristic of innovative decisions that threaten existing 
patterns of resource sharing, e.g. “large-scale computer installation”11 (Pettigrew, 1973: 21), and 
those whose interests are at stake may exhibit resistance during the decision making process. The 
power base of a political agent is the resources that he can exploit to influence the behavior of 
others. For example, control of information is an important resource when mobilizing power to 
influence the decision making process (Pettigrew, 1973). 
 
In summary, the contributions to the literature mentioned above show politics to be an integral part 
of organizational change. In fact, the relationship is dialectical in nature. On the one hand, politics is 
an instrument of change, and various strategies and games may be deployed to effect change. On 
the other hand, the use of politics increases in times of change, for example in order to pursue and 

                                                 
11 Pettigrew wrote his book at a time when computers were novel. 

 20



protect personal and group interests. In reviewing the literature on politics in process innovation, 
systems implementation, and SPI in the following (sub)sections, these and other themes will 
surface. 
 

3.2.2. Contributions to the Literature on Politics in Process Innovation 
This subsection outlines the main findings of each contribution to the literature on politics in 
process innovation. Based on syntheses of individual contributions, the next subsection presents a 
summary of this stream of literature. Furthermore, Table 3.1 summarizes the literature contributions 
with a focus on, among other things, the causes of resistance and means of managing politics. Most 
of these contributions center on conflicting interests as the primary cause of resistance and on 
negotiation and communication as means of managing politics, but there are also several studies 
that emphasize threats to identities and value systems. Several studies focus on loss of power. One 
key exemplar is the study by Hartlen (2004). 
 
According to Boudreau & Robey (1996), BPR may be seen as a “managerial attempt to oppress 
labour” (Boudreau & Robey, 1996: 52). Hiding behind rhetoric about empowerment and efficiency, 
managers may in fact be attempting to install technologies with control mechanisms. Political 
analyses can help defuse tense and problematic situations by drawing attention to contradictory 
power relations that make for conflicts. By acknowledging and shedding light on conflicting 
interests, negotiations to reach acceptable compromises are possible (Boudreau & Robey, 1996). 
 
Buchanan (1997) argues that politicization of the problem definition and indeterminacy as to the 
process to be reengineered are problems confronting BPR. The BPR terminology lacks clarity, 
which is a weakness that stakeholders may take advantage of by shaping the reengineering project 
to their liking and to suit their interests. Says Buchanan: “The lack of precision surrounding the 
focus and methodology of BPR gives politically motivated actors considerable influence with 
respect to defining terms of reference in ways which will shape potential outcomes in their favor” 
(Buchanan, 1997: 51). Process mapping is a potential point of conflict much like process definition 
is an object of politically motivated negotiation. Differences of opinion regarding existing problems 
and future processes may lead to conflict. Consequently, not only is knowledge of process analysis 
and work process redesign required, political skills are also needed to balance and negotiate the 
competing interests of various stakeholders, garner support, and ensure the legitimacy of the chosen 
solution (Buchanan, 1997). 
 
Research by Currie & Willcocks (1996) shows that different barriers may impede the BPR 
implementation, including disagreements about strategic and operational goals of BPR, managerial 
problems following organizational restructuring, and underestimating the challenges of 
implementing new technologies. In turn, BPR can come to symbolize and be perceived as a threat to 
existing work practices and the distribution of power and resources, i.e. a threat to the existing 
political structure of the organization (Currie & Willcocks, 1996). 
 
From the work of Grint et al. (1995) we know that the BPR literature is based on a conventional 
perspective on organizational decision making and a traditional theory of power according to which 
power resides in a person or a group and spreads outwards in a deterministic fashion. The authors 
argue that power is the subject of interpretation and negotiation and that it, therefore, does not 
spread unmediated. Due to ongoing interpretation, negotiation, and mediation, BPR does not quell 
politics, as some would argue, but fuels it. Say Grint et al.: “There is nothing inherent in BPR as a 
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process or outcome that depoliticizes organizational life; if anything, politics breed in times of 
major, IT-enabled change” (Grint et al., 1995: 47). Organizational politics is not aberrant and 
dysfunctional, as argued by, for example, BPR gurus Hammer & Champy, and BPR will not 
eliminate politics. In fact, Grint & Willcocks see BPR as politics. Say Grint & Willcocks: “BPR 
rhetoric and practice emerged from our evidence as ways of talking about and conducting political 
activity by seemingly other, more acceptable means” (Grint & Willcocks, 1995: 102). Politics is 
linked to the management of meaning, and emphasis is put on the difficulty in not only establishing 
shared norms and beliefs but also translating values into action. People do not follow commands 
blindly. Commands and other forms of work instructions, e.g. policies and procedures, are not 
automatically enacted, but are interpreted, negotiated, and tampered with by individuals and groups 
pursuing their own interests. Persuasion is, therefore, a key factor for success in organizational 
politics. 
 
According to Grover et al. (1995), non-rational behavior and resistance to change are among 64 
identified problems associated with “business reengineering”. Failure to consider the politics of 
BPR implementation is also identified as a change management problem. In fact, it is among the 
highest ranking (7th place out of 64) reengineering implementation problems in terms of severity 
(Grover et al., 1995). 
 
Hartlen (2004) argues that both managers and employees may oppose BPM. BPM may undermine 
the power of managers because the current power structure (of which they are a part) is built on 
existing systems, processes, and culture. BPM is a threat insofar as it empowers others. Employees 
may oppose BPM because the process automation that BPM entails renders some functions and 
people redundant. Resistance may be countered through communication and the involvement of 
people. Communicating the purpose, scope, goals, and anticipated impact of BPM will alleviate fear 
stemming from ignorance. Involving people breeds understanding of BPM and how it meets 
people’s needs (Hartlen, 2004). 
 
Research by Kelley (1976) shows us that support for an innovation depends on the perceived 
convergence of interests, i.e. whether the innovation is seen to coincide with the existing value 
system. “The innovation must be presented in such a way, cloaked in appropriate symbolism, that it 
appears to fit into the predictability of the elite mind-sets” (Kelley, 1976: 68). This elite consists of 
people in positions of power who act as arbiters of conflict between competing coalitions of 
interests. Support not only requires that the underlying message of the innovation is identified and 
communicated properly, but the innovation must also be modified and renegotiated during 
implementation in order to maintain consensus and gain acceptance. Education is used as a means 
to counter resistance, by demystifying the innovation and relating it to the organizational value 
system (Kelley, 1976). 
 
From the work of Knights & McCabe (2002) we know, first of all, that innovations like TQM may 
be interpreted from three different perspectives (rational managerialist, critical control, and 
processual) as alternative ways of understanding this concept. The rational managerialist 
perspective is apparent in the writings of TQM gurus like Crosby, Deming, and Juran where 
organizations are seen as rational and politically neutral entities. The processual perspective 
questions the rational assumption of organizational unity and consensus. Instead, a plurality of 
interests is assumed and change is seen as the outcome of negotiated interactions and political 
struggle. In this light, TQM is in itself a strategy that seeks to move intra-organizational conflicts 
away from incompatible individual interests towards competing perceptions of how a set of 
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corporate-wide goals can be achieved while precluding any questioning of these goals (Knights & 
McCabe, 2002). Second, Knights & McCabe (1999) show that power is not a property of 
individuals or groups but rather a condition of social relations. TQM is intrinsically bound to the 
nature of organizational power and identity relations. Such relations are both a condition for and a 
consequence of innovations like TQM. Problems of organizational structure and roles are reinforced 
through TQM (“the normalizing effects of TQM”) rather than resolved. The prevailing norms and 
values of an organization are not questioned and evidence suggests that TQM focuses on symptoms 
rather than more fundamental issues. TQM is based on “a naive belief that TQM breaks with, rather 
than occurs within, possibly reinforcing, existing relations of hierarchy and power” (Knights & 
McCabe, 1999: 219). TQM is also political in terms of its goals and the means by which these goals 
are pursued: “TQM is political in its promise to isolate and solve problems, especially as this must 
entail ensuring the conformance or control of employees to deliver the goal of ‘quality’ “ (Knights 
& McCabe, 1999: 217). Third, Knights & McCabe (1998) conclude that BPR – like TQM – is 
political in the sense that implementation requires support and mobilization of interests. In turn, the 
implementation of BPR has political implications in that political alignments and groupings are 
restructured through its impact on organizing principles. Leadership and communication cannot 
diffuse the tensions that reengineering efforts create. On the contrary, strong leadership may fuel 
organizational politics. Management imposed restructuring may lead to resistance and antagonism if 
people are rendered superfluous because of BPR (Knights & McCabe, 1998). 
 
According to Manley (2000), successful implementation of TQM requires negotiations of formal 
and informal power relationships. In the reported case study, TQM and its emphasis on team work 
were both the means to negotiate conflicts and the mechanism by which better relationships across 
intra-organizational departments were negotiated. Inter-departmental problems requiring 
coordination and cooperation were solved whereas intra-departmental problems were not, because 
some professionals felt threatened and saw TQM as an attempt to limit their authority and tighten 
management control (Manley, 2000). 
 
McCabe (2000) argues that managers exercise power in both repressive and productive ways 
though not intentionally but on account of the strategies they employ, e.g. TQM, BPR, and similar 
innovations. Despite “distinct signs of ‘acculturation’ whereby the managers imbibed the ideas and 
language of the gurus” (McCabe, 2000: 950) in the reported case study, change was not consistent, 
pervasive, and successful. Yet the innovation was productive in reaffirming managers’ self-
understanding through their attempts to implement it. However, while the innovation was 
productive of an identity for some employees, it was repressive in seeking to deny other interests 
and identities within the organization (McCabe, 2000). McCabe (1996) also shows that political 
management decisions coupled with the possibility of labor resistance make TQM outcomes 
uncertain. Moreover, some of the contradictions facing management may be exacerbated by TQM. 
Says McCabe: “TQM may exacerbate many of the contradictions management confront at the 
workplace. For instance, management seek to maintain control over labour at the same time as 
endeavoring to secure its cooperation” (McCabe, 1996: 29). Management seeks to hide such 
contradictions through discourse. “The role of power is apparent in management’s strategic 
‘discourse’. Thus management emphasised the importance of competition and customer interests to 
legitimise change above and beyond the interests of employees. This ‘discourse’ sought to obscure 
that TQM would involve the introduction of new working practices, which may have made work 
harder, for which workers would not be recompensed” (McCabe, 1996: 36). McCabe et al. (1998) 
advance the argument even further by showing that TQM and similar innovations recreate the very 
problem that they seek to solve by reinforcing existing organizational inequalities and power 
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relations. Say McCabe et al.: “TQM’s failure to address issues of power and its propensity to 
reinforce existing inequalities is likely to lead to its destruction, as its implicit call for unity and 
commitment is belied on a daily basis” (McCabe et al., 1998: 124). 
 
Research by Smith & Willcocks (1995) shows that BPR is a catalyst for politics: “Politics breed in 
times of BPR” (Smith & Willcocks, 1995: 495). Three steps must be taken to manage the politics of 
BPR. First, a “shadow track” should be established, i.e. a political track running alongside the BPR 
program for the purpose of monitoring and managing political opposition and supporting the 
proposed changes. Second, a “power audit” (analyzing the political configuration of the 
organization) should be performed regularly for the purpose of determining the feasibility of the 
proposed changes. Third, stakeholder interests and incentives should be identified, accommodated, 
and monitored for the purpose of sustaining the political momentum of BPR by mobilizing power. 
Moreover, resistance to change and loss of BPR control can be avoided by adhering to a set of 
principles and by using an adaptive contingency approach to BPR. These principles are: (1) 
highlighting needed changes and consequences of inaction, (2) building change incentives, (3) 
ensuring participation, and (4) patience (Smith & Willcocks, 1995). 
 
From the work of Swan & Clark (1992) we know that successful appropriation of technological 
innovations is influenced by political processes. Cases of innovation may be interpreted along 
cognitive and political dimensions (following an identified taxonomy for cognitive and political 
variables that influence the appropriation of technological innovations). The political dimension 
includes the following questions: (1) Are problems owned by few or shared by many? (2) Is the 
solution imposed or shared? (3) Does the project leader enjoy the confidence of others? (4) Are 
people committed to the solution? and (5) Are there any intra-organizational conflicts to contend 
with? (Swan & Clark, 1992). 
 
According to Taylor (1995), the technical rationalist view of BPR stands in contrast to the view of 
organizations as political entities, and because of its lack of attention to politics, BPR is likely to 
lead to only incremental change. Existing business processes imbued with organizational politics 
influence any proposed change and challenge the technical rationality underlying the proposed 
change. So-called epistemic domains, i.e. “knowledge-bases, accumulated memories and skills of 
the organization which are resident within the fragments of its specialist workforces” (Taylor, 1995: 
87), and legacy systems (that emerge from and support the epistemic domains) of the organization 
are potential barriers to change. Change readiness requires breaking down these epistemic domains 
by means of new information structures. 
 
Wendt (1994) argues that TQM is a political phenomenon that entails changes to existing value 
systems. The ideology, discourse, and practice of TQM foster “a capitalist priority system that 
privileges efficiency and productivity above such time-honored values as scientific and artistic 
experimentation, self-actualization, room for failure (vs. such TQM clichés as ‘doing it right the 
first time’ and ‘zero defects’), and, most importantly, ‘the life of the mind’ (i.e., the inherent value 
of ideas, ideas/theory as an essential complement to material/practice)” (Wendt, 1994: 37). 
 
Research by Wilkinson & Witcher (1993) shows that TQM challenges expert power, which in turn 
breeds organizational resistance. In essence, TQM constitutes an attack on traditional career 
systems and associated hierarchies which lead to political infighting. Say Wilkinson & Witcher: “In 
essence, TQM is anti-expert because it emphasizes that all employees can, and should, contribute to 
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quality … where this means breaking down traditional career systems and associated hierarchy, it 
seems likely to breed political warfare” (Wilkinson & Witcher, 1993: 54). 
 
From the work of Willcocks & Smith (1995) we know that BPR fuels organizational politics and 
that the ability to deal with politics of change increases the likelihood of success. Successfully 
managing BPR requires that (1) politics is monitored for the duration of the BPR initiative to 
identify changing opinions and shifting moods; (2) power audits are carried out regularly to identify 
stakeholders, their interests, and their bases of power in order to determine the feasibility of various 
means of change; and (3) power is mobilized to ensure proper momentum and to counter 
opposition. Furthermore, managing politics in BPR requires that three issues are addressed, namely 
resistance to change, control of the change process, and management of politics of change. The 
latter entails active support for the change process and that the pace of the change process is 
acceptable to the people involved. The choice of change strategy depends in part on the perceived 
benefits of participation, the level of support for BPR, and the concentration or distribution of 
power among stakeholders (Willcocks & Smith, 1995). 
 
According to Willmott (1994), problems of goal displacement and organizational politics are 
commonly experienced when employees are concerned with personal interests or lose sight of their 
contribution to the organization as a whole, and it is a key objective of BPR to challenge and 
prevent what is seen as dysfunctional behavior. Says Willmott: “BPR goes beyond declaring war 
upon supervisory and middle levels of management to attack head-on the very functional structures 
that have traditionally provided an identity and a career path for the managers that have formed an 
integral part of the collective worker. For this reason, amongst others, BPR is likely to encounter 
difficulties of implementation even where employees overtly espouse its objectives” (Willmott, 
1994: 44). The assumptions that employees are malleable and that resistance to change and 
opposition to BPR can be eliminated through strong leadership are rejected. On the contrary, there 
is an inherent danger in relying on management power in the implementation of BPR because 
impact is sustained only as long as coercion is applied (Willmott, 1994). 
 
Having outlined each contribution, I will now summarize the findings. 
 

3.2.3. Summary of the Literature on Politics in Process Innovation 
Many of the reviewed articles are responses to the literature on process innovation that is predicated 
upon a simplistic perspective on organizational decision making and politics (Grint et al., 1995). 
For example, several authors criticize the BPR gurus’ mechanistic view of organizations in which 
politics is treated as aberrant and dysfunctional (Grint & Willcocks, 1995; Knights & McCabe, 
2002). They advocate alternative perspectives based on the premise that process innovations do not 
eliminate but breed politics (Grint et al., 1995; Smith & Willcocks, 1995; Willcocks & Smith, 
1995), which stands in contrast to the desired goal of some of these innovations. For example, BPR 
is a strategy that aims at obliterating politics (Knights & McCabe, 1998) whereas TQM is a strategy 
that aims at replacing conflicts based on self-interest with various forms of non-negotiable 
corporate-wide goals (Knights & McCabe, 2002). Process innovations recreate existing problems 
by reinforcing inequalities and power relations (McCabe et al., 1998). Power relations are both 
input to and output from process innovations (Knights & McCabe, 1999). Adoption of innovations 
is influenced by politics and questions such as: (1) Do current problems and suggested solutions 
affect many people?; (2) Are people committed to the solutions?; (3) Do people have confidence in 
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the person responsible for the innovation?; and (4) Do organizational conflicts exist? (Swan & 
Clark, 1992). 
 
Innovations are met with resistance for a number of reasons, for example because 

 of conflicting interests (Boudreau & Robey, 1996) 
 organizational problems and solutions are politicized to suit self-interest (Buchanan, 1997) 
 they threaten existing political structures (Currie & Willcocks, 1996) and expert power 

(Wilkinson & Witcher, 1993) 
 empowerment (a feature of e.g. TQM) undermines the current power structure, and 

automation renders people superfluous (Hartlen, 2004) 
 they attack dysfunctional behavior (preoccupation with self-interest) and traditional career 

paths (Willmott, 1994) 
 they foster a capitalist control system (Wendt, 1994) 

 
Despite resistance, management of the politics of innovation is possible, for example through 

 negotiation of competing interests by acknowledging and drawing attention to them 
(Boudreau & Robey, 1996) and by using political skill (Buchanan, 1997) 

 communication to alleviate fear and participation to ensure understanding (Hartlen, 2004) 
 negotiation of formal and informal power relations, which makes coordination and 

cooperation, as opposed to (management) control, achievable (Manley, 2000) 
 monitoring opposition and support, determining the feasibility of proposed changes, 

demonstrating consequences of inaction, providing incentives, and ensuring participation 
(Smith & Willcocks, 1995) 

 a change strategy (for minimizing resistance and controlling the change process) that takes 
into account the value of participation, the level of support for the innovation, and the 
organizational power distribution (Willcocks & Smith, 1995) 

 
Resistance and politics make process innovation outcomes uncertain. Some contradictions 
associated with management (desire for control vs. need for cooperation) are exacerbated by 
process innovations, yet obscured by political discourse (McCabe, 1996). The implementation of 
process innovations is interpreted and negotiated through self-interest, and because politics is about 
managing meaning, persuasion is an important skill (Grint & Willcocks, 1995). Innovations lead to 
both repressive and productive exercises of power that either dismiss or sanction the interests and 
identities of organizational members (McCabe, 2000). Reliance on leadership alone, for example to 
implement repressive changes, is untenable because the implementation will cease when power is 
no longer applied (Willmott, 1994). Perceived convergence of interests is a prerequisite for 
continued support for an innovation, which in turn may require renegotiation during 
implementation. Communication (education) to demystify the innovation is required (Kelley, 1976). 
Furthermore, because the implementation of process innovations restructures political alignments, 
support and mobilization of interests are required. Therefore, neither leadership nor communication 
is sufficient by itself to diffuse tensions of process innovation (e.g. resistance due to people or 
functions being rendered redundant) (Knights & McCabe, 1998). New information structures that 
replace existing “epistemic domains” (the knowledge, memory, and skills of an organization) are 
needed because they lead to change readiness. Politics of current processes (the so-called “epistemic 
domains”) and systems is a barrier to change (Taylor, 1995). 
 
From the literature, we know that politics influences process innovation, but our knowledge about 
this is nonetheless insufficient. First, less than half of the articles are based on a clear notion 
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(theoretical or otherwise) of what organizational politics is. In the articles surveyed, only 9 (out of 
22) articles contain definitions of either (organizational) politics or power. Several articles 
conceptualize power in accordance with Foucault, i.e. power as a relationship (Grint et al., 1995; 
McCabe, 2000; Willcocks & Smith, 1995). Says McCabe: “Power is always a way of acting upon 
an acting subject or acting subjects by virtue of their acting or being capable of action” (Foucault 
quoted in McCabe, 2000: 935). Similar definitions are found in other articles, e.g. “power should be 
understood to be a condition of social relations” (Knights & McCabe, 1999: 1997) and “politics as 
the management of meaning” (Currie & Willcocks, 1996: 232). Wendt (1994) and McCabe et al. 
(1998) offer alternative definitions of organizational politics. For his part, Wendt defines politics as 
power in action where power is “a conglomerate of ideological structures that obscure or entrench 
the conditions of worker exploitation” (Wendt, 1994: 7). For their part, McCabe et al. base their 
article on the following definition of politics: “By politics we mean the very stuff, the marrow of 
organizational process … we mean managerial and staff concerns to secure careers, to avoid blame, 
to create success and to establish stable identities within competitive labour markets and 
organizational hierarchies, where the resources that donate relative success are necessarily limited” 
(Knights & Murray quoted in McCabe et al., 1998: 109). The remaining articles discuss several 
possible definitions of politics in organizations (Knights & McCabe, 2002; Knights & McCabe, 
1998). The relatively few definitions of organizational politics highlight the need for broader 
conceptualizations of organizational politics in process innovation. Second, less than half of the 
articles make contributions that are theoretically grounded. In the articles surveyed, only 8 (out of 
22) articles base their analyses on some kind of theoretical framework. Power and politics in 
organizations are topics that have been explored from the following theoretical perspectives: Actor-
Network Theory (Grint et al., 1995), Discourse Theory (Knights & McCabe, 2002; Knights & 
McCabe, 1999; Knights & McCabe, 1998), a multi-disciplinary theoretical framework (Smith & 
Willcocks, 1995), a decision episode framework adapted from diffusion of innovation theory (Swan 
& Clark, 1992), critical tale and metaphor analysis (Wendt, 1994), and five factor analyses 
(Willcocks & Smith, 1995). This short list draws attention to the limited application of theory to the 
study of politics in process innovation and the need for further theoretical exploration. Third, only a 
few articles make theoretical contributions. Two articles by Knights & McCabe (2002, 1998) are 
notable exceptions. They present a framework for interpreting process innovations (like TQM and 
BPR) based on three competing perspectives (rational managerialist, critical control, and 
processual) which offer alternative ways of understanding. The scarcity of theoretical contributions 
underscores the need for more research so that we may better offer advice and guidance to 
managers and others on how to navigate politics in process innovation. In summary, despite the 
existence of state-of-the-art research on politics in process innovation, our current knowledge is still 
insufficient. Most notably, none of the articles in the literature focus solely on politics in process 
innovation in accounting for either implementation success or failure. Thus, this research topic is 
ripe for exploration. 
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3.3. Relevant IS Literature on Process and Politics 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section reviews relevant IS literature on process and politics and identifies contributions 
within two streams of literature: Politics in systems implementation and politics in SPI. By 
describing their contributions to the literature in turn, I pay homage to the authors who have gone 
before me in investigating the role of politics in IS related process innovation. For the readers who 
are not interested in the details, summaries of the literature on politics in systems implementation 
and SPI, respectively, which emphasize gaps in our state-of-the-art knowledge are provided after 
each detailed review. 
 

CONTENT 
Potentially, systems implementation and SPI change the balance of power in an organization and 
are influenced by politics. Despite extensive research on the causes of resistance to both systems 
implementation and SPI and the room for political management, our knowledge is insufficient. Both 
the literature on systems implementation and the literature on SPI lack conceptualizations of 
organizational politics, but whereas the literature on politics in systems implementation is 
theoretically grounded, the literature on politics in SPI is not. The two streams of literature offer 
either few (systems implementation) or no (SPI) contributions to theory. These gaps allow for 
further research and contributions to the literature. 
 
 

3.3.1. Contributions to the Literature on Politics in Systems Implementation 
This subsection outlines the main findings of each contribution to the literature on politics in 
systems implementation. Based on syntheses of individual contributions, the next subsection 
presents a summary of this stream of literature. Furthermore, as with the literature stream on politics 
in process innovation, Table 3.1 summarizes the literature contributions with a focus on, among 
other things, the causes of resistance and means of managing politics. Most of these contributions 
center on changes to the distribution of power and the alignment between processes and information 
systems as a means of avoiding conflict, but there are also several studies that emphasize conflicting 
changes to the symbols of power. Several studies focus on the power of communication. One key 
exemplar is the study by Brown (1998). 
 
Brown (1998) argues that narratives can be used politically to further the interests of individuals 
and groups during an IT implementation. Narrative analysis is rooted in an understanding of 
organizations as social constructions. Shared understandings among group members (socially 
constructed realities) can be used (in the form of narratives) as means to exercise political power to 
preserve and enhance political interests (Brown, 1998). Brown (1995) also shows how an 
implementation team can gather support for their interpretations of an information system by 
legitimizing the system based on stakeholder interests. By framing communication and controlling 
information flows (withholding, distorting, or emphasizing certain information), perceptions of the 
information system can be manipulated in order to secure user acceptance. Says Brown: “The 
activities of the implementation team can thus be interpreted as moves in a micropolitical game in 
which the understandings of significant individuals were manipulated so that they had more 
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favourable opinions of the [information system] than might otherwise have been the case” (Brown, 
1995: 962). By masquerading political activities as a marketing campaign, accusations of playing 
politics can be avoided (Brown, 1995). 
 
Research by Burkhardt & Brass (1990) shows that a change of technology has an impact on 
organizational structure and power distribution as “changes in technology provide the occasion for 
structuring” (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990: 122). In an IS implementation, early adopters of the new 
technology may increase their power and network centrality more than later adopters because early 
adopters are able to reduce uncertainty for others and gain power and centrality as a result. If these 
early adopters are neither powerful nor central prior to the IS implementation, a basis for power 
redistribution and organizational restructuring exists. If, on the other hand, key (central) 
organizational members choose early adoption, power redistribution is unlikely to occur (Burkhardt 
& Brass, 1990). 
 
From the work of Cavaye & Christensen (1996) we know that the outcome of an implementation 
process can be explained and even predicted by mapping the power distribution among subunits in 
an organization prior to the IS implementation and the (likely) distribution after the implementation. 
Say Cavaye & Christensen: “Rating and ranking power among subunits can be helpful in many 
implementation settings since politics and power distribution in organisations often affect the 
implementation process” (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996: 16). The power of a subunit can be 
determined based on its ability to cope with uncertainty, the substitutability of its activities, and the 
centrality of its activities (whether they are related to other activities and are important to the 
workflow of these activities). Since politics is “the interplay of various groups pursuing different 
interests exercising power” (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996: 1), power redistribution may indicate 
implementation problems (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996). 
 
According to Dhillon (2004), it is necessary to understand and leverage organizational power to 
ensure IS implementation success. First, understanding and establishing a means to mobilize all 
dimensions of power (resource, process, and meaning) are necessary to solve deeply rooted 
problems. Second, ensuring alignment between information systems, structures, people, and culture 
is necessary for implementation success. Third, understanding the power vested in an organizational 
system that reflects the prevalent values, culture, and structures within the organization is necessary 
for successful implementation. Says Dhillon: “Power vested within the organizational system, 
which is often difficult to alter, tends to reflect the values, culture, and the prevalent structures 
within an institution. Researchers have argued that for a strategic change to be realized, effort 
should be employed to reduce the power vested in the system” (Dhillon, 2004: 642). 
 
Grover et al. (1988) argue that an IS implementation is a political process in which stakeholders try 
to further their self-interest. Different tactics are pursued “when a project threatens their parochial 
interests by invading their territory, reducing their autonomy, or increasing their workload” (Grover 
et al., 1988: 146). Furthermore, an IS implementation process can be viewed as a system of political 
games with users and managers as the main players. This game perspective serves as a means of 
raising political awareness and identifying situations in which politics plays out as a first step 
towards preventing future games or resolving current ones (Grover et al., 1988). 
 
Research by Hart & Saunders (1997) shows that power influences the adoption and use of 
Electronic Data Interchange (EDI). EDI, or “computer-based exchange of standardized business-
related information between buyer and supplier firms” (Hart & Saunders, 1997: 23), makes 
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information more accessible and blurs organizational boundaries between companies, which can be 
a catalyst for organizational changes, improved coordination, and trust between trading partners. 
Power can, however, be exerted to force less powerful trading partners to adopt EDI, which over 
time can become a strain on the business relationship and prevent improvements in inter-
organizational coordination by means of EDI because of perceived vulnerability on the part of the 
less powerful partner (Hart & Saunders, 1997). 
 
From the work of Levine & Rossmore (1994) we know that an organizational power vacuum may 
adversely affect an IT implementation. If management, e.g. the CEO, does not demonstrate 
leadership and fails to delegate power to subordinates, a political crisis may occur. The power 
vacuum may lead to both confusion and competition among lower level managers. The absence of 
power being exercised will in turn lead to an absence of learning and decision making in relation to 
“the substantive strategic issues confronting managers of the IT [implementation] project” (Levine 
& Rossmore, 1994: 131). Actions will be guided by private goals and values, which have a 
tendency to undermine the publicly announced goals and values. Consequently, leadership with a 
willingness to exercise power and delegate authority is needed (Levine & Rossmore, 1994). 
 
According to Markus (1983), resistance to change is, first of all, a result of trying to alter the 
existing power distribution. An IS implementation that shifts the balance of power will be either 
resisted or accepted by people depending on the anticipated power loss or gain. From this 
perspective on politics, resistance is caused by the interaction of the system with the organizational 
setting and the distribution of intraorganizational power. Says Markus: “Resistance is explained as a 
product of the interaction of system design features with the intraorganizational distribution of 
power, defined either objectively, in terms of horizontal or vertical power dimensions, or 
subjectively, in terms of symbolism” (Markus, 1983: 432). Systems that are intended to change the 
distribution of power are met with resistance in the context of endemic conflicts and political 
struggles. Attempts to change people’s attitudes or technical features of the system are unlikely to 
reduce resistance as long as the root causes of conflict still exist. Process innovation cannot be 
accomplished with the aid of computer based systems alone; analyses of factors that impede or 
facilitate change are also required. Solving organizational problems, restructuring incentives for end 
users, and ensuring consistency between organizational procedures and the system are suggested 
actions before introducing an IT system (Markus, 1983). Second, Markus (1981) shows that 
resistance arises when an information system changes information access, patterns of authority, or 
symbols of power in an organization. Information systems influence the existing distribution of 
power in the organization by (1) affecting information access, (2) rearranging the symbols 
(including information systems that symbolically give and take away power) of the organizational 
power structure, and (3) establishing patterns of authority and decision making that may or may not 
correspond to the formal structures already in place. Says Markus: “Computer-based systems, then, 
can interact with organizational power structures in three ways, by allocating control over an access 
to information, by setting up formal structures of performance evaluation and action initiation and 
by symbolizing certain values or images. From the political perspective, resistance to computer-
based system can occur when a) the information access channels, b) responsibility structures or c) 
the symbols created by an information system diverge from the channels, structures or symbols of 
the larger organizational context in which the system is used” (Markus, 1981: 211). Third, Markus 
& Pfeffer (1983) conclude that resistance is caused by structural factors like power distribution and 
organizational culture, rather than processual factors like implementation strategy and tactics of IS 
implementation, for example user participation. Incongruence between the goals and technological 
assumptions of the organization and those embedded in the system is another cause of resistance. 

 30



Resistance can be minimized by designing the system in accordance with the goals, power 
distribution and culture of the organization. Say Markus & Pfeffer: “[Information systems] will be 
implemented easily to the extent that they are (a) consistent with other sources of power in their 
implications for the distribution of power; (b) consistent with the dominant organizational culture 
and paradigm in their implications for values and beliefs; and (c) consistent with shared judgments 
about technical certainty and goal congruence in their assumptions about the degree of certainty 
about the organization’s goals and technology” (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983: 205). 
 
Saunders (1981) argues that the use of a management information system increases the power of the 
departments whose activities are supported by the system by increasing these departments’ 
pervasiveness (information and workflow links to other departments), ability to cope with 
uncertainty, task criticalness (impact on the primary activities of the organization), as well as the 
non-substitutability of their activities by other departments. However, implementation may be 
resisted for fear of loosing power relative to other departments. On the other hand, implementation 
may be supported by powerful departments as a means to increase or maintain power or by less 
powerful departments “as a means to strengthen or institutionalize the power of other departments” 
(Saunders, 1981: 441). 
 
Research by Silva et al. (1997) shows that organizational restructuring by means of information 
systems requires taking power relations into consideration and that success is determined by the 
manner in which changes are introduced into the organization. Threats to authority, identity, and 
self-image jeopardize implementation initiatives. Say Silva et al.: “The departments perceived [the 
information system] as a threat to their interests and did not consider it as solving any of their 
problems and therefore they rejected it” (Silva et al., 1997: 522). Contradictory interpretations of 
the information system and the discourses accompanying its introduction challenge successful IS 
implementation (Silva et al., 1997). 
 
From the work of Williams & Wilson we know that group support systems “exert an equalizing 
force on power and influence by (1) increasing participation in the decision-making process, (2) 
improving access to information, (3) improving access to persons, (4) reducing the ‘power distance’ 
to key individuals, and (5) providing increased opportunities to influence the opinion of others” 
(Williams & Wilson, 1997: 911). Thus, the use of group support systems impacts the distribution 
and exercise of power in an organization. First, it improves access to information, which increases 
the ability of people to cope with uncertainty. Second, it provides people with the means by which 
they are able to provide input to and participate in decision making activities. Third, it encourages 
contributions on the part of employees and responsiveness on the part of management, increasing 
opportunities for exerting influence. Fourth, it encourages discourse across hierarchical and 
functional boundaries, which improves access to decision makers. 
 
Having outlined each contribution, I will now summarize the findings. 
 

3.3.2. Summary of the Literature on Politics in Systems Implementation 
Many of the reviewed articles show that IS implementation impacts organizing principles and 
power distribution, for example by providing opportunities for reducing uncertainty and gaining 
power and centrality (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990) and by leveling the power and influence of 
stakeholders on the decision making process in an organization (Williams & Wilson, 1997). 
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Systems implementation is met with resistance for a number of reasons, for example because 
 of power redistribution among organizational units (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996) and 

anticipated loss of power that shifts the balance of power (Markus, 1983) vis-à-vis other 
units in terms of pervasiveness, ability to cope with uncertainty, task criticalness, and non-
substitutability of activities by other units (Saunders, 1981) 

 stakeholders guard their turf (by opposing attempts to reduce their autonomy and increase 
their workload), further their self-interest (Grover et al., 1988), and pursue private goals and 
values at the expense of publicly announced goals and values (Levine & Rossmore, 1994) 

 of fear of vulnerability as a result of increased transparency and data accessibility (Hart & 
Saunders, 1997) 

 of threats to authority, identity, and self-image (Silva et al., 1997) 
 of IS created changes in information access, patterns of authority, or symbols of power 

(Markus, 1981), and incongruence between current and IS embedded power distribution, 
organizational culture, organizational goals, and technological assumptions (Markus & 
Pfeffer, 1983) 

 
Despite resistance, management of the politics of systems implementation is possible, for example 

 through narratives (socially constructed realities) as means to create shared understandings 
(Brown, 1998) and by framing communication and controlling information flows in order to 
manipulate perceptions of the information system and to give it legitimacy through 
stakeholder interests (Brown, 1995) 

 by mobilizing organizational power to solve implementation problems and ensure alignment 
between the information system, structures, people, and culture of the organization (Dhillon, 
2004) 

 by viewing politics as a system of games between users and managers that can be used to 
raise political awareness and identify politically charged situations (Grover et al., 1988) 

 by demonstrating leadership, exercising power, and delegating authority to avoid uncertainty 
and competition among lower level managers (Levine & Rossmore, 1994) 

 by solving organizational problems, restructuring incentives for end users, and ensuring 
consistency between organizational procedures and the system (Markus, 1983) 

 by ensuring consistency through systems design with the goals, power distribution, and 
culture of the organization (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983) 

 by introducing changes into the organization in a manner that disallows for contradictory 
interpretations of the information system and the discourses accompanying its introduction 
(Silva et al., 1997) 

 
Resistance and politics make systems implementation outcomes uncertain, and as long as the root 
causes of conflict remain unresolved, attempts to change personal opinions or system features are 
unlikely to reduce this resistance. However, a number of factors may contribute to reducing 
resistance and achieving implementation success, including leadership (Levine & Rossmore, 1994); 
communication (Brown, 1998; Silva et al., 1997); alignment between the information system, 
people, culture (Dhillon, 2004), goals, and power distribution in an organization (Markus & Pfeffer, 
1983); and consistency between the information system and organizational processes (Markus, 
1983). 
 
From the literature, we know that politics influences systems implementation, but our knowledge 
about this is nonetheless insufficient. First, similarly to the literature on process innovation, less 
than half of the articles are based on a clear notion (theoretical or otherwise) of what organizational 
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politics is. In the articles surveyed, 6 (out of 13) articles contain definitions of either 
(organizational) politics or power. Several articles conceptualize power as being able to get people 
to act in a certain way, but emphasize different aspects of the concept. Levine & Rossmoore 
emphasize the self-interest aspect of power by defining power as “the capacity to determine the 
behavior of other individuals in accordance with one’s own wishes, and to mobilize resources to 
attain one’s own goals” (Levine & Rossmoore, 1994: 117). Markus emphasizes the conflict aspect 
of power by defining power as “the ability to obtain one’s way over objections” (Markus, 1981: 
209). Saunders emphasizes legitimacy as an aspect of power by stating that “power is here defined 
as the capability of one subunit, either through formal position or through actual or perceived 
participation in organizational activities, to exert influence on another subunit to act in a prescribed 
manner” (Saunders, 1981: 433). Hart & Saunders emphasize the dependence aspect of power by 
defining power as “a function of (1) dependence on the other party, and (2) the use of dependence 
to leverage change in accord with the intentions of the less dependent firm” (Hart & Saunders, 
1997: 26). Finally, Brown emphasizes the social construction aspect of power by stating that 
“power is thus not a thing nor should it be thought of as an unexercised capacity, but as a matter of 
the successful deployment of meaning” (Brown, 1998: 49). Most of these aspects of power are 
encapsulated by the definition of politics by Cavaye & Christiansen stating that “politics involves 
the interplay of various groups pursuing different interests exercising power” (Cavaye & 
Christiansen, 1996: 1). The remaining articles discuss several possible perspectives on politics in 
organizations (Brown, 1995; Dhillon, 2004; Markus, 1983; Silva et al., 1997; Williams & Wilson, 
1997). The relatively few definitions of organizational politics highlight the need for broader 
conceptualizations of organizational politics in systems implementation. Second, in contrast to the 
literature on process innovation, almost all the articles make contributions that are theoretically 
grounded. In the articles surveyed, 11 (out of 13) articles base their analyses on some kind of 
theoretical framework. Power and politics in organizations are topics that have been explored from 
the following theoretical perspectives: Social constructivism (Brown, 1995) and narrative analyses 
(Brown, 1998), diffusion and adoption theory (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990),12 four dimensions of 
power developed by C. Hardy (Dhillon, 2004), a model of EDI adoption and use based on 
hypotheses (Hart & Saunders, 1997), the action science perspective of C. Argyris and a model of 
power developed by A. A. Berle (Levine & Rossmoore, 1994), three theories (people determined, 
system determined, and interaction theory) of resistance (Markus, 1983), power dissonance 
explanation of resistance (Markus, 1981), consonance hypotheses (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983), theory 
of strategic contingencies (Saunders, 1981), and a model of circuits of power developed by S. R. 
Clegg (Silva et al., 1997). This list draws attention to the widespread application of theory to the 
study of politics in systems implementation. However, room for further theoretical exploration 
exists. Third, also similarly to the literature on process innovation, only a few articles make 
theoretical contributions. Three articles by Cavaye & Christiansen (1996), Markus (1983), and 
Saunders (1981) are notable exceptions. Whereas Cavaye & Christiansen present a framework for 
measuring subunit power, Saunders presents a conceptual model of power and its determinants. 
Markus offers recommendations for implementation based, people determined, system determined, 
and interaction theories of resistance. Again, the scarcity of theoretical contributions underscores 
the need for more research so that we may better offer advice and guidance to managers and others 
on how to navigate politics in systems implementation. In summary, despite the existence of state-
of-the-art research on politics in systems implementation with a firm theoretical basis, our current 
knowledge is still insufficient. As was the case with the literature on process innovation, none of the 
                                                 
12 The authors describe their theoretical approach as a contingency model based on structural equivalence (adoption 
based on prior adoption by people with identical interaction patterns) and contagion (adoption based on contact, 
communication, or competition with adopters) (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990). 
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articles focus solely on politics in systems implementation in accounting for either implementation 
success or failure. 
 

3.3.3. Contributions to the Literature on Politics in SPI 
This subsection outlines the main findings of each contribution to the literature on politics in SPI. 
Based on syntheses of individual contributions, the next subsection presents a summary of this 
stream of literature. Furthermore, as with the literature streams on politics in process innovation and 
systems implementation, Table 3.1 summarizes the literature contributions with a focus on, among 
other things, the causes of resistance and means of managing politics. Most of these contributions 
center on power redistribution as well as deliberate and cunning human behavior as a means of 
retaining or establishing a sphere of influence. One key exemplar is the study by Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg (2001b). 
 
According to Goldenson & Herbsleb (1995), organizational politics and turf guarding are barriers to 
SPI. Say Goldenson & Herbsleb: “Not surprisingly, we also have evidence about barriers that can 
inhibit successful software process improvement … excessive ‘organizational politics’ seem to be 
particularly damaging” (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995: 24). The majority (three fourths) of people 
reporting limited or no success in addressing appraisal based suggested improvements also regard 
organizational politics as a widespread phenomenon. Although SPI problems are associated with 
organizational politics and turf guarding in general, the problems are more prevalent in large 
software organizations compared to small organizations (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995). 
 
Nielsen & Nørbjerg (2001a, 2001b) argue that politics may account for seemingly irrational 
behavior in SPI practices. Appraisals and recommendations based on maturity models like the 
CMM are means to evaluate and improve software engineering capabilities in accordance with a 
rationalistic perspective on human behavior. However, maturity models provide an inadequate 
perspective on existing problems and potential improvements. Seemingly irrational or 
counterproductive behavior displayed by project managers may in fact be strategies to maintain 
control in a complex organizational environment of uncertainty, contradiction, and conflict. Say 
Nielsen & Nørbjerg: “For the project managers it is therefore important to do what they can to 
maintain and enlarge the space in which they have the power to act in what they see as the best 
interest of the company in more or less open conflict with other actors; i.e. they invent ‘drawer 
projects’ to create a space for exploring exciting new possibilities, they circumscribe or short circuit 
‘bureaucratic’ approval and change control procedures to maintain project momentum, and they use 
whatever means possible to get the resources they need for their project” (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 
2001a: 33-34). In such an environment, CMM based improvements intended to establish insight 
into and control over projects may be met with resistance by project managers who try to enlarge 
their sphere of influence within the organization. As SPI potentially shifts the balance of power in 
an organization, resistance to change may arise. Consequently, evaluating processes and prioritizing 
improvements solely on the basis of a maturity model may fail to uncover the raison d'être of 
existing practices rooted in organizational politics and power struggles, which in turn may 
jeopardize SPI initiatives. Planning and successfully executing SPI initiatives, therefore, require 
acknowledgement of the different interests at stake in SPI (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b; Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg, 2001a). 
 
Research by Nielsen & Ngwenyama (2002) shows that change agents must use politics to 
successfully plan and execute SPI initiatives. Individuals and groups alike enact so-called 
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organizational influence processes, i.e. webs of interdependent socially situated actions, in order to 
achieve their goals by trying to sway the opinions of one another. Say Nielsen & Ngwenyama: 
“Organizational influence processes are networks of social actions that an individual or group 
enacts to influence [other] individuals or groups in order to achieve one or more goals” (Nielsen & 
Ngwenyama, 2002: 213). Interdependence among organizational members creates webs of such 
influence processes. A change agent must understand the organizational context and be able to 
decipher, design, and enact such (webs of) influence processes in order for an SPI project to 
succeed. The capacity to influence depends on personal resources (including hierarchical position, 
expertise, and reputation) as well as the social and organizational context (Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 
2002). 
 
From the work of Kautz et al. (2001) we know that a process agent in SPI may be seen as a political 
agent. Political agents focus on organizational tensions, contradictions, and disagreements between 
people over existing practices and future improvements. They use dialectics in analyzing and 
resolving conflicts between various stakeholders. In order to resolve such conflicts, political agents 
choose sides and engage in discussions in which “they often attempt to negate the prevailing 
position and by so doing in a dialectical manner they try to elucidate truth, – that is the truth of the 
party they have chosen to support” (Kautz et al., 2001: 13). By intervening they create a disruption 
that enables the stakeholders to discuss process changes that may influence the balance of power in 
the organization. Because tensions are always changing, political agents do not design future 
processes themselves, but use organizational uncertainty to experiment with different solutions 
(Kautz et al., 2001). 
 
According to Stelzer & Mellis (1998), organizational politics and turf guarding are among the most 
significant factors of less successful improvement efforts, which is in accordance with the findings 
of Goldenson & Herbsleb. Organizational politics and turf guarding impede communication and 
collaboration across teams and departments within the organization and make it difficult to bring 
SPI plans into alignment with existing organizational values and needs. Say Stelzer & Mellis: 
“Organizational politics and ‘turf guarding’ will usually impede adapting improvement efforts to 
the particularities of different teams and departments. It will also hinder the compatibility of 
improvement plans with the existing values, past experiences and needs of different organizational 
units” (Stelzer & Mellis, 1998: 241). 
 
Having outlined each contribution, I will now summarize the findings. 
 

3.3.4. Summary of the Literature on Politics in SPI 
Two of the reviewed articles show that organizational politics is a determining factor in the success 
or failure of SPI initiatives (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995; Stelzer & Mellis, 1998), especially in 
large organizations (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995). 
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SPI is met with resistance for a number of reasons, for example because 
 it changes the balance of power and increases the vulnerability of some people due to the 

enhanced transparency of practices (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b) 
 of tensions, contradictions, and disagreements over suggested improvements to existing 

practices (Kautz et al., 2001) 
 of conflicts between SPI plans and organizational values, experiences, and needs (Stelzer & 

Mellis, 1998) 
 of turf guarding which impedes interorganizational communication and collaboration 

(Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995; Stelzer & Mellis, 1998) 
 
Despite resistance, management of the politics of SPI is possible, for example 

 by acknowledging the interests at stake in SPI and supplementing model based appraisals 
with alternative perspectives on process maturity and human behavior (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 
2001b; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a) 

 by designing and enacting influence processes as a means of persuading and rallying people 
to support the cause (Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 2002) 

 
Resistance due to organizational politics and turf guarding makes SPI outcomes uncertain, and it is 
necessary to go beyond the rationalistic perspective on human behavior embedded in maturity 
models to understand the underlying reasons for, and solutions to, such resistance (Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg, 2001b; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a). 
 
From the literature, we know that politics influences SPI, but looking at the limited number of 
contributions our knowledge about this seems nonetheless insufficient. First, none of the articles are 
based on a clear notion (theoretical or otherwise) of what organizational politics is. In the articles 
surveyed, no articles (out of 6) contain definitions of either (organizational) politics or power. 
However, three articles either discuss the concept of organizational politics or rely on a literature 
review by Drory & Romm (1990) for their understanding of the key elements of organizational 
politics (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a; Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 2002). 
The lack of definitions of organizational politics highlights the need for conceptualizations of 
organizational politics in SPI. Second, in contrast to the literature on systems implementation, only 
one of the articles surveyed makes contributions that are theoretically grounded; Kautz et al. base 
their analyses on a theoretical framework. They explore the use of power and politics in an 
organization through the theoretical lens of one of Burrell & Morgan’s four sociological paradigms 
(Kautz et al., 2001). The existence of only one single contribution draws attention to the need for 
theoretical exploration of politics in SPI. Third, none of the articles make theoretical contributions, 
which only underscores the need for more research so that we may better offer advice and guidance 
to managers and others on how to navigate politics in SPI. In summary, as a consequence of the 
lack of a theoretical basis of state-of-the-art research on politics in SPI, our current knowledge is 
insufficient. As was the case with the literature on process innovation and systems implementation, 
none of the articles focus solely on politics in SPI in accounting for either implementation success 
or failure. 
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3.4. Positioning this Research 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section positions my research relative to the identified gaps within the streams of literature. 
These gaps are rendered visible in a table summarizing the existing contributions to the literature. 
 

CONTENT 
My research addresses existing gaps in our state-of-the-art knowledge by offering theoretically 
grounded contributions to theory based on multiple conceptualizations of organizational politics. 
Variations in process implementation outcomes across organizational units are analyzed and 
explained through organizational politics. The analyses are based in theory and on multiple 
perspectives on organizational politics, and they yield propositions about the emergence of political 
patterns, the applicability of different political perspectives, and political strategies for managing 
process innovation. 
 
 
In the previous (sub)sections, I have reviewed, summarized, and reflected on the literature on 
politics in process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI. Table 3.1 summarizes the 
contributions to each of the three streams of literature and identifies common themes across the 
streams. 
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Table 3.1: Summary of Research Contributions 
 

Politics in:  
Process innovation Systems 

implementation 
SPI Recurring theme 

C
au

se
 o

f r
es

is
ta

nc
e 

 Conflicting interests 
(Boudreau & Robey, 
1996) 

 Pursuit of self-
interests (Buchanan, 
1997) 

 Power redistribution 
(Currie & Willcocks, 
1996) 

 Undermining of 
expert power and 
career systems 
(Wilkinson & 
Witcher, 1993) 

 Fear of redundancy 
and loss of power 
(Hartlen, 2004) 

 Loss of identity 
(Willmott, 1994) 

 Conflicting value 
systems (Wendt, 
1994) 

 Power redistribution 
(Cavaye & 
Christensen, 1996) 
and loss (Markus, 
1983; Saunders, 
1981) 

 Turf guarding 
(Grover et al., 1988) 
and pursuit of self-
interests (Levine & 
Rossmore, 1994) 

 Fear of transparency 
(Hart & Saunders, 
1997) 

 Threats to identity 
and self-image 
(Silva et al., 1997) 

 Changes to means 
and symbols of 
power (Markus, 
1981) 

 Organizational 
culture (Markus & 
Pfeffer, 1983) 

 Turf guarding 
(Goldenson & 
Herbsleb, 1995; 
Stelzer & Mellis, 
1998) 

 Change in power 
balance and fear of 
transparency (Nielsen 
& Nørbjerg, 2001b) 

 Disputes over 
practices and 
improvements (Kautz 
et al., 2001) 

 Pursuit of self-
interests (Grover et 
al., 1988; 
Buchanan, 1997) 

 Fear of 
transparency (Hart 
& Saunders, 1997; 
Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg, 2001b; 
Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg, 2001a) 

 Turf guarding 
(Goldenson & 
Herbsleb, 1995; 
Grover et al., 1988; 
Stelzer & Mellis, 
1998) 

 Power 
redistribution 
(Cavaye & 
Christensen, 1996; 
Currie & 
Willcocks, 1996) 
and loss (Hartlen, 
2004; Markus, 
1983; Saunders, 
1981) 

 Identity threats 
(Silva et al., 1997; 
Willmott, 1994) 
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M
ea

ns
 o

f m
an

ag
in

g 
po

lit
ic

s 

 Political analyses 
(Boudreau & Robey, 
1996) 

 Political skills 
(Buchanan, 1997) 

 Communication and 
involvement 
(Hartlen, 2004) 

 Negotiation of 
interests (Manley, 
2000) 

 Persuasion, 
stimulation, and 
participation (Smith 
& Willcocks, 1995) 

 Monitoring, 
assessing, and 
mobilizing power 
(Willcocks & Smith, 
1995) 

 Narratives (Brown, 
1998) and 
information control 
(Brown, 1995) 

 Power mobilization 
and organization-IS 
alignment (Dhillon, 
2004) 

 Political games 
(Grover et al., 1988) 

 Leadership and 
power delegation 
(Levine & 
Rossmore, 1994) 

 Incentives and 
process-IS 
alignment (Markus, 
1983) 

 Systems design 
(Markus & Pfeffer, 
1983) 

 Discourse (Silva et 
al., 1997) 

 Acknowledging and 
accommodating 
human behavior and 
interests (Nielsen & 
Nørbjerg, 2001b; 
Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 
2001a) 

 Designing and 
enacting influence 
processes (Nielsen & 
Ngwenyama, 2002) 

 Providing 
incentives (Smith 
& Willcocks, 1995; 
Markus, 1983) 

 Influencing 
communication 
(Hartlen, 2004; 
Brown, 1995) 

 Power mobilization 
(Dhillon, 2004; 
Willcocks & Smith, 
1995) 

C
on

ce
pt

ua
liz

at
io

n 
of

 p
ow

er
 a

nd
 p

ol
iti

cs
 

 Power as a 
relationship (Grint et 
al., 1995; McCabe, 
2000; Willcocks & 
Smith, 1995) 

 Power as a condition 
of social relations 
(Knights & McCabe, 
1999) 

 Politics as the 
management of 
meaning (Currie & 
Willcocks, 1996: 
232). 

 Politics as power in 
action (Wendt, 1994) 

 Politics as concerns 
for careers and 
identities (Knights & 
Murray quoted in 
McCabe et al., 1998) 

 Power as capacity to 
mobilize resources 
and exert influence 
(Levine & 
Rossmoore, 1994) 

 Power as ability to 
make decisions 
despite objections 
(Markus, 1981) 

 Power as capability 
to exert influence 
(Saunders, 1981) 

 Power as leveraging 
dependence in 
accordance with 
interests (Hart & 
Saunders, 1997) 

 Power as 
deployment of 
meaning (Brown, 
1998) 

 Politics as interplay 
of groups with 
interests and power 
(Cavaye & 
Christiansen, 1996) 

  Dependence as a 
source of power 
(Grint et al., 1995; 
Hart & Saunders, 
1997; McCabe, 
2000; Willcocks & 
Smith, 1995) 
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A
pp

lic
at

io
n 

of
 th

eo
ry

 

 Actor-network 
theory (Grint et al., 
1995) 

 Discourse theory 
(Knights & McCabe, 
2002; Knights & 
McCabe, 1999; 
Knights & McCabe, 
1998) 

 Multi-disciplinary 
framework (Smith & 
Willcocks, 1995) 

 Decision episode 
framework (Swan & 
Clark, 1992) 

 Critical tale and 
metaphor analysis 
(Wendt, 1994) 

 Five factor analysis 
(Willcocks & Smith, 
1995) 

 Social 
constructivism 
(Brown, 1995) and 
narrative analysis 
(Brown, 1998) 

 Diffusion and 
adoption theory 
(Burkhardt & Brass, 
1990) 

 Hardy’s power 
dimensions 
(Dhillon, 2004) 

 Model of EDI 
adoption and use 
(Hart & Saunders, 
1997) 

 Argyris’ action 
science and Berle’s 
power model 
(Levine & 
Rossmoore, 1994) 

 Resistance theories 
(Markus, 1983) 

 Power dissonance 
explanation of 
resistance (Markus, 
1981) 

 Consonance 
hypothesis (Markus 
& Pfeffer, 1983) 

 Strategic 
contingencies 
theory (Saunders, 
1981) 

 Clegg’s model of 
circuits of power 
(Silva et al., 1997) 

 Burrell & Morgan’s 
sociological 
paradigms (Kautz et 
al., 2001) 

 

T
he

or
et

ic
al

 c
on

tr
ib

ut
io

n  Competing 
perspectives 
framework for 
interpreting process 
innovations (Knights 
& McCabe, 2002; 
1998) 

 Framework for 
measuring subunit 
power (Cavaye & 
Christensen, 1996) 

 Conceptual model 
of power (Saunders, 
1981) 

 Implementation 
guidance (Markus, 
1983) 

 
 

  

    
 
To recap, the emphasis in the literature is put on the causes of resistance and means of managing 
politics, and some recurring themes emerge across the various parts of the literature. In terms of the 
causes of resistance, pursuit of self-interests (Grover et al., 1988; Buchanan, 1997), fear of 
transparency (Hart & Saunders, 1997; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a), turf 
guarding (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995; Grover et al., 1988; Stelzer & Mellis, 1998), power 
redistribution (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996; Currie & Willcocks, 1996) & loss (Hartlen, 2004; 
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Markus, 1983; Saunders, 1981), and identity threats (Silva et al., 1997; Willmott, 1994) are 
recurring themes. In terms of means of managing politics, providing incentives (Smith & Willcocks, 
1995; Markus, 1983), influencing communication (Hartlen, 2004; Brown, 1995), and power 
mobilization (Dhillon, 2004; Willcocks & Smith, 1995) are recurring themes. In terms of 
conceptualizations of power and politics, a Foucaultian perception of dependence as a source of 
power (Grint et al., 1995; Hart & Saunders, 1997; McCabe, 2000; Willcocks & Smith, 1995) is the 
only recurring theme. In reflecting on the literature, focus was on conceptualizations of power and 
politics, application of theory, and theoretical contributions in the literature. Some conclusions are 
repeated across the various parts of the literature. 
First, broader conceptualizations, i.e. additional perspectives, on organizational politics are 
needed.13 Developing broader conceptualizations of organizational politics is not only a matter of 
defining and delimiting the concept, but is also a matter of comparing and contrasting different 
conceptualizations. Do different conceptualizations draw attention to unique aspects of 
organizational politics? What insights are gained from combining different conceptualizations in 
analyzing political behavior? How can different conceptualizations guide process innovation and 
implementation efforts? 
Second, further theoretical exploration is needed in some areas, specifically process innovation and 
SPI. Undertaking further theoretical exploration is not only a matter of applying additional theories 
on organizational politics to process innovation and implementation studies, but is also a matter of 
evaluating the value of different theories. Are theories based on different schools of thought equally 
capable of explaining the process and outcome of organizational politics in process innovation and 
implementation efforts? If not, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the different theories? 
Third, additional theoretical contributions are needed. Providing additional theoretical contributions 
is not only a matter of establishing propositions for managing politics of process innovation and 
implementation efforts, but is also a matter of theorizing about the applicability of different theories 
on organizational politics under various circumstances. Do political strategies depend on different 
conceptualizations of organizational politics, i.e. do recommendations for managing politics depend 
on how we perceive organizational politics? Is any one theory better than others? 
Fourth, additional research on politics in process innovation and implementation is needed. None of 
the reviewed articles focus solely on politics in accounting for process innovation and 
implementation success or failure. Moreover, looking at the various contributions to the literature, 
some questions remain partially or completely unanswered, including: 

 How does organizational politics influence process implementation? 
 How can different perspectives on organizational politics help us explain and guide process 

implementation? 
 How can organizational politics help us explain variations in process implementation 

outcomes across organizational units? 
 
By offering answers to these questions, my PhD dissertation addresses gaps in our current 
knowledge of politics in process innovation and implementation. First, my research addresses the 
need for further theoretical exploration (i.e. theoretically grounded contributions) by adopting 
Bradshaw-Camball & Murray’s (1991) trifocal view of organizational politics. Their multi-
perspective framework draws on competing theories based on different schools of thought and 
allows for an evaluation of each. The need for multiple perspectives in studying organizational 
politics is underscored by Jasperson et al. who state that “a metaparadigmatic approach can help 
authors understand, delimit, and carefully describe the conceptualization of power that they are 
                                                 
13 For a discussion of the value in distinguishing between different conceptualizations of politics and power, see chapter 
4. 
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adopting when studying IT” (Jasperson et al., 2002: 427). Second, by using their theoretical 
framework based on multiple perspectives on organizational politics, my research addresses the 
need for broader conceptualizations of organizational politics. The framework allows me to 
compare and combine insights gained from analyses of implementation processes and outcomes 
across business units within the same company based on different conceptualizations of 
organizational politics. These insights enable me not only to explain variations in process 
innovation behavior but also to offer guidance on political management. Third, my research 
addresses the need for additional contributions to theory by yielding propositions. The propositions 
theorize about circumstances that allow for certain political patterns to emerge, the applicability of 
the various political perspectives under various circumstances surrounding process implementation, 
and political strategies for adopting consensus or conflict based leadership styles and management 
practices to process implementation depending on the actors’ response patterns. Fourth, my research 
addresses the need for exploration of the role of organizational politics in process innovation and 
implementation by explaining variations in process implementation outcomes across organizational 
units within the same company through organizational politics. 
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4. Theoretical Framing 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter presents the theoretical framework underlying the case analyses. The framework is 
used as a basis for revisiting, categorizing, and characterizing the literature relevant to this PhD 
dissertation (see chapter 3). 
 

CONTENT 
Four perspectives on organizational politics are identified: Rationalist, pluralist, interpretive, and 
radical perspectives. Each perspective draws attention to certain aspects of politics and power 
while excluding others. Knowledge gaps within each perspective are identified as a basis for 
contributing to our state-of-the-art knowledge of process innovation and organizational politics. 
 
 
Politics and power are concepts that are often used interchangeably in the literature and both are 
interpreted differently by different researchers. In their literature study of the relationships between 
the management or use of power and IT and the impacts, deployment, or development of the two 
concepts, Jasperson et al. find that organizational politics is frequently conceptualized in terms of 
power. Very few articles conceptualize politics as being something other than power. Say Jasperson 
et al.: “Sometimes researchers have used different terms – such as power, politics, or authority – to 
distinguish among critical power concepts. All too often, researchers have used the term power, 
even though the term represents different ideas to the different researchers” (Jasperson et al., 2002: 
399). Politics and power are elusive and ill-defined concepts. Based on a survey of the literature on 
organizational politics, Drory & Romm conclude that there is no consensus among researchers on a 
definition of this concept (Drory & Romm, 1990). To make matters worse, the concepts have been 
explored using multiple paradigms based on different research disciplines, e.g. sociology, 
organization science, and political science. Looking at the literature on process innovation, systems 
implementation, and SPI, the plurality of conceptualizations of politics and power (based on 
different research approaches) is evident (see subsections 3.2.3, 3.3.2, and 3.3.4). Having said that, 
there is value in distinguishing between different conceptualizations of politics and power. Each 
conceptualization draws attention to certain aspects of politics and power while excluding others 
(Jasperson et al., 2002). The dependency between conceptualization and understanding is 
recognized by Bradshaw-Camball & Murray in their article “Illusions and Other Games: A Trifocal 
View of Organizational Politics” (1991). Based on “Sociological Paradigms and Organisational 
Analyses” (1979) by Burrell & Morgan, they present a framework for understanding organizational 
politics that accommodates various conceptualizations of power. The framework incorporates four 
perspectives on organizational politics (pluralist, rationalist, interpretive, and radical) based on 
competing paradigms that allow researchers to focus on different aspects of power, for example the 
bases of power, how power is exercised, and the outcome of power in action. I have decided to use 
this framework as the theoretical approach for my PhD dissertation for two reasons. First, it allows 
for a multi-faceted understanding of political behavior in organizations. Second, it rests on a 
theoretically firm basis due to its adaptation of Burrell & Morgan’s framework. As stressed by 
Jasperson et al.: “Because of the extensive descriptions and applications of the Burrell & Morgan 
framework, the modified framework described by Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991) is relatively 
well-defined” (Jasperson et al., 2002: 406). In the following section, both the framework of 
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Bradshaw-Camball & Murray and its origin, the framework of Burrell & Morgan, will be described 
in detail, including the view of organizations and the perspective on politics associated with the 
various paradigms. 
 

4.1. Four Perspectives on Organizational Politics 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents four perspectives on organizational politics based on assumptions underlying 
the sociological paradigms described by Burrell & Morgan (1979). Pluralist, rationalist, 
interpretive, and radical views of organizations and perspectives on organizational politics are 
described. 
 

CONTENT 
Pluralist politics focuses on stakeholders, interests, powerbases, conflicts, and negotiation; 
rationalist politics on goals, facts, authority, value judgments, and decision making; interpretive 
politics on experiences, symbols, sensemaking, social constructions, and cultures; and radical 
politics on ideology, constraints, struggle, oppression, and emancipation. 
 
 
Bradshaw-Camball & Murray propose a trifocal view of organizational politics. Each view is based 
on assumptions underlying one of three sociological paradigms (the functionalist paradigm, the 
interpretive paradigm, and the radical structuralist paradigm) described by Burrell & Morgan 
(1979). The functionalist paradigm gives rise to two different perspectives on organizational politics 
because it contains two subschools, specifically a pluralist and a rationalist subschool. Four 
perspectives on organizational politics are derived from the three paradigms: The pluralist 
perspective, the rationalist perspective, the interpretive perspective, and the radical perspective. The 
term ‘trifocal’ signals the absence of the radical humanist paradigm. A radical humanist perspective 
on organizational politics has not been developed because “this view is felt to be still in its 
embryonic form. It represents an amalgamation of concepts from the interpretive and radical 
structuralist paradigms which, because it is far from adequately developed, leaves us with a series 
of paradoxes or dilemmas which are too complex to apply to the empirical analyses of a political 
event” (Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 384). For the purpose of my PhD dissertation, this 
argument is accepted. However, the question of exploring organizational politics from a radical 
humanist perspective is reexamined in chapter 9. 
 
The four perspectives conceptualize power and politics in unique ways. Each perspective not only 
has strengths and weaknesses, but also sheds light on different aspects of organizational politics. All 
four perspectives put varying emphasis on three dimensions of politics: Structure, process, and 
outcome. These dimensions address questions such as: Who are the political agents, what are their 
interests, what means of influence do they have, how is this influence exercised, and what are the 
consequences of politics for the political agents specifically and relationships within the 
organization generally? Table 4.1 compares the four perspectives on organizational politics. 
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Table 4.1: Perspectives on Organizational Politics and Power 
 

    
 

Source: Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 383. 
 
In the following subsections, each perspective is described in terms of the three dimensions of 
organizational politics. But before proceeding with the presentation of each of the four political 
perspectives, a brief introduction to the meta-theoretical framework and the paradigms of Burrell & 
Morgan is given below as it is their understanding of social theory and organizational analyses that 
lies behind the trifocal view of organizational politics. 
 
According to Burrell & Morgan, social theory and organizational analyses are based on meta-
theoretical assumptions about the nature of social science and society determining “the frame of 
reference, mode of theorising and modus operandi of the social theorists who operate within them” 
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(Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 23). Assumptions about social science are either objective or subjective 
in nature (the subjective – objective dimension),14 and assumptions about the nature of society are 
expressions of either ‘the sociology of regulation’ or ‘the sociology of radical change’ (the 
regulation – radical change dimension).15 Within the two-dimensional space created by the 
subjective – objective dimension and the regulation – radical change dimension, four sets of basic 
assumptions, also known as paradigms, are discernible. Each paradigm offers a unique view of the 
social and organizational world, including macro-level politics as well as organizational politics. 
Understanding the nature of all four paradigms is synonymous with understanding the four different 
perspectives on organizational politics. The paradigms are mutually exclusive, which means that 
they offer alternative but incompatible ways of seeing. Say Burrell & Morgan: “A synthesis is not 
possible, since in their pure forms they are contradictory, being based on at least one set of 
opposing meta-theoretical assumptions” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 25). 
 
Each paradigm shares one dimension with one other paradigm. The two paradigms taking an 
objectivist approach to social science, i.e. the functionalist and radical structuralist paradigms 
(corresponding to the pluralist, rationalist, and radical perspectives on organizational politics), share 
views of the social world as existing independently of human cognition and of individuals as free-
willed and autonomous. The two paradigms taking a subjective approach to social science, i.e. the 
interpretive and radical humanist paradigms (corresponding to the interpretive perspective on 
organizational politics), share views of the social world as inseparable from human cognition and of 
individuals, including their actions, as shaped by situational and environmental factors. The two 
paradigms subscribing to the sociology of regulation, i.e. the interpretive and functionalist 
paradigms (corresponding to the interpretive, pluralist, and rationalist perspectives on 
organizational politics), share views of the social world as characterized by unity, solidarity, and 
cohesion. The two paradigms subscribing to the sociology of radical change, i.e. the radical 
humanist and radical structuralist paradigms (corresponding to the radical perspective on 
organizational politics), share views of the social world as characterized by structurally embedded 
conflict, domination, and contradiction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
14 Social science of a subjective nature is based on nominalism, anti-positivism, voluntarism, and ideographic theory 
whereas social science of an objective nature is based on realism, positivism, determinism, and nomothetic theory 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 3). 
15 The sociology of regulation emphasizes the status quo, social order, consensus, social integration and cohesion, 
solidarity, and need satisfaction. The sociology of radical change, on the other hand, emphasizes radical change, 
structural conflict, modes of domination, contradiction, emancipation, and deprivation (Burrell & Morgen, 1979: 18). 
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Figure 4.1: Four Sociological and Political Paradigms 
 

    
 

Source: Adapted from Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991. 
 
Above is a figure that depicts the location of the four paradigms and the four perspectives on 
organizational politics along the subjective – objective dimension and the regulation – radical 
change dimension. In the following subsections, each political perspective (and the associated view 
of organizations) will be described separately. The conceptualizations of organizational politics 
offered by these perspectives establish the basis for the subsequent case analyses. 
 

4.1.1. The Pluralist Perspective on Organizational Politics 
From a pluralist viewpoint, organizations are made up of people who pursue personal interests with 
little regard for organizational goals. Say Burrell & Morgan: “From a pluralist view they represent a 
network of sectional groups interested in the wider purpose of the organization as a whole only 
insofar as it serves their own ends … The organization is seen as a web of cross-cutting conflicts 
between the individuals and interest groups which give it life” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 202-203). 
Conflict is an intrinsic and inescapable part of organizational life. Rather than viewing conflicts as 
dysfunctional, they are seen as playing a constructive role. Power plays between individuals and 
groups who exercise power based on a plurality of sources to achieve their objectives are common. 
Power is the means of resolving conflicts of interest. In essence, organizations are coalitions that 
strive to satisfy different interests through bargaining and mutual adaptation. 
 
From a pluralist perspective, politics focuses on conflicting interests, bases of power, negotiation, 
and coalition formation. The pluralist perspective draws attention to the structural dimension of 
politics by asking: “Who are the key players in the game (stakeholders), how much power do they 
have and what basis of power do they utilize?” (Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 381). Sources 
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of power, e.g. control of critical resources, are consciously recognized by stakeholders and used in 
political game playing. By emphasizing overt political strategies, the pluralist perspective highlights 
one aspect of the process dimension of politics while neglecting others. For example, it does not 
address the question of conflict prevention or the absence of conflict in the face of oppression. In 
terms of the outcome dimension, only the impact on power and resources is explored; the broader 
organizational ramifications are not considered. Thus, the strength of the pluralist perspective is its 
emphasis on the surface structure of organizational politics. 
 

4.1.2. The Rationalist Perspective on Organizational Politics 
From a rationalist viewpoint (termed the unitary view by Burrell & Morgan), organizations are 
“instruments of rational and purposeful activity” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 202). Conflicts are an 
anomalous part of organizational life. They are disruptive of the harmonious nature of 
organizational interests, but can and should be controlled, if not entirely eliminated, by 
management. Because organizations are viewed as harmonious, with few or no conflicts, power is 
not an issue. Power is equated with management characteristics such as authority, leadership, and 
control; it is a ‘neutral resource’ that managers employ in trying to achieve common interests and 
shared goals. The machine metaphor is a fitting description of the rationalist view of organizations. 
Organizations are instruments in the pursuit of formal goals. Members of the organization act 
rationally and purposefully, and can be managed both effectively and efficiently through the use of 
incentives. 
 
From a rationalist perspective, politics focuses on formal authority, decision making processes, and 
data driven arguments. The rationalist perspective deemphasizes the structural dimension of politics 
by attributing power to authority associated with hierarchical positions, organizational roles, and 
expertise. Conflict is contained in or dealt with by standard operating procedures. Moreover, 
opposition is based on facts and voiced in a rational manner, and it is treated by management in an 
equally rational manner. Say Bradshaw-Camball & Murray: “Conflicting coalitions will express 
their disagreement by means of arguments based on ‘new data’ which will be rationally appraised 
by those in authority vis a vis goals and objectives” (Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 381). In 
terms of the process dimension, rationalistic decision making processes are emphasized. Bradshaw-
Camball & Murray mention “management by objectives” and “zero based budgeting” as examples 
of Organizational Development (OD) techniques that are employed. With regard to the outcome 
dimension, goal achievement and success are measured by means of information and control 
systems. Other impacts are ignored. Thus, the strength of the rationalist perspective is its emphasis 
on formal structures of organizational politics. 
 

4.1.3. The Interpretive Perspective on Organizational Politics 
From an interpretive viewpoint, the concept of an organization is problematic. Burrell & Morgan go 
as far as stating that: “From the standpoint of the interpretive paradigm, organizations simply do not 
exist” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 260). At least, organizations do not exist in a literal and concrete 
sense. Reality is an emergent process and the product of subjective constructions of individuals. 
Through communication, i.e. the use of language, and interaction, individuals create and recreate a 
social reality as an intersubjectively shared meaning. Structures and other ‘real’ organizational 
aspects depend on this socially constructed reality. Thus, organizations are social constructs whose 
intersubjective status is changeable if not questionable because they are accorded different 
meanings by different people.  
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From an interpretive perspective, politics focuses on communication, persuasion, and influencing 
the perceptions of others. Say Bradshaw-Camball & Murray: “The parties involved [in 
organizational politics] exert influence by constructing the meaning of what others experience” 
(Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 382). The interpretive perspective emphasizes the deeper 
structure of politics by pointing to interpretation and meaning as being tied to language, symbols, 
and other means of expression. Power is equated with the ability to construct a shared social reality 
by ascribing meaning to the experiences of others. Say Bradshaw-Camball & Murray: “Power 
increases to the extent that the powerless, implicitly or explicitly, surrender to the powerful the 
ability to define the nature of their experience” (Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: 382). In terms 
of the process dimension, emphasis is on management of meaning and the symbolic processes by 
which people come to see themselves as individuals or groups with mutual or disparate interests. 
With regard to the outcome dimension, this perspective draws attention to the status quo and its 
retention through symbolic processes. Thus, the strength of the interpretive perspective is its focus 
on the deep structures of organizational politics. 
 

4.1.4. The Radical Perspective on Organizational Politics 
From a radical viewpoint, organizations are structural elements of society and mirror the wider 
social processes of which they are a part. Say Burrell & Morgan: “Organizations can only be 
understood in terms of the wider social formation within which they exist and which they reflect” 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 368). As structural elements, organizations are seen as both concrete, i.e. 
‘real’ regardless of human cognition, and relatively persistent. As reflections of society, 
organizations are also display windows for deep-rooted societal divides and stages for conflict. 
Society, including its organizational constituents, is seen as factional and societal divides exist 
between the proletariat and the bourgeoisie or between the haves and the have-nots. Changing the 
status quo is possible when economic and political crises occur, conflicts peak, and radically new 
social forms emerge. Consequently, social oppression, emancipation, and struggle are the dynamics 
of societal as well as organizational change. 
 
From a radical perspective, politics focuses on social structure, resource control, and the struggle 
for power versus emancipation. The radical perspective draws attention to the structural dimension 
of politics by emphasizing societal constraints on the actions of individuals that are the result of past 
practices and decisions made by those in power. Say Bradshaw-Camball & Murray: “People create 
their social world within the context of, and under the constraints of, practices previously 
constructed by those who control resources or possess legitimate authority” (Bradshaw-Camball & 
Murray, 1991: 382). Therefore, power is neither an individual property nor a relationship between 
people, but something determined by social structure. The social structure of society is tied to social 
class, and the dominant social class controls the resources available to society. Their claim to power 
reinforces social values and the legitimacy of their claim. In terms of the process dimension, 
oppression by means of ideology is emphasized. In a class based society, there is a potential for 
conflict that materializes in a revolution if not held in check by the power maintenance tactics of the 
dominant class. With regard to the outcome dimension, macro-level politics is readily understood 
whereas the consequences of class based tensions for organizational politics are unclear. Thus, the 
strength of the radical perspective is its emphasis on the impact of social structures. 
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4.2. The Literature Revisited 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section revisits the literature on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI (see 
chapter 3). The literature is characterized on the basis of the framework of Bradshaw-Camball & 
Murray (1991) and categorized according to the underlying political perspective. Knowledge gaps 
within each perspective on organizational politics are identified. 
 

CONTENT 
The four political perspectives are unequally represented in the literature. The pluralist perspective 
is represented by the highest number of articles and the rationalist perspective by the fewest 
number of articles. The gaps identified in the literature include the following: The radical 
perspective is absent in all streams but for the literature on politics in process innovation; only one 
article within the literature on SPI is based on the interpretive perspective; the rationalist 
perspective is not present in the literature on SPI; and though several articles span more than one 
political perspective, only two articles span three perspectives, and no article spans all four 
perspectives. 
 
 
By applying the same technique as Jasperson et al. (2002), the reviewed literature on politics in 
process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI can be categorized according to the 
underlying political perspective in each journal article or conference paper. The purpose of 
categorizing the literature in this manner is to establish an optimal basis for discussing the 
contributions of this PhD dissertation (see chapter 8). This is accomplished by combining the 
literature review (see chapter 3) with a more narrow identification of the gaps in the literature 
within the four perspectives on organizational politics that are used as bases for the case analyses. 
The result of the categorization is shown in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Articles Grouped by Political Perspective16

 

Political 
perspective 

Politics in process 
innovation 

Politics in systems 
implementation 

Politics in software 
process improvement 

The pluralist 
perspective 

 Buchanan, 1997 
 Currie & Willcocks, 

1996 
 Grint & Willcocks, 

1995 
 Grover et al., 1995 
 Hartlen, 2004 
 Kelley, 1976 
 Knights & McCabe, 

2002 
 Knights & McCabe, 

1998 
 Manley, 2000 
 Wilkinson & 

Witcher, 1993 

 Burkhardt & Brass, 1990 
 Cavaye & Christensen, 

1996 
 Grover et al., 1988 
 Hart & Saunders, 1997 
 Levine & Rossmore, 

1994 
 Markus, 1983 
 Markus, 1981 
 Markus & Pfeffer, 1983 
 Saunders, 1981 
 Silva et al., 1997 
 Williams & Wilson, 1997 

 Goldenson & Herbsleb, 
1995 

 Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b 
 Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a 
 Kautz et al., 2001 
 Stelzer & Mellis, 1998 

The rationalist 
perspective 

 Knights & McCabe, 
2002 

 Smith & Willcocks, 
1995 

 Swan & Clark, 1992 
 Willcocks & Smith, 

1995 

 Dhillon, 2004  

The interpretive 
perspective 

 Buchanan, 1997 
 Grint et al., 1995 
 Grint & Willcocks, 

1995 
 Taylor, 1995 

 Brown, 1998 
 Brown, 1995 
 Dhillon, 2004 
 Markus, 1981 
 Markus & Pfeffer, 1983 
 Silva et al., 1997 

 Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 
2002 

The radical 
perspective 

 Boudreau & Robey, 
1996 

 Hartlen, 2004 
 Knights & McCabe, 

2002 
 Knights & McCabe, 

1999 
 McCabe, 2000 
 McCabe, 1996 
 McCabe et al., 1998 
 Wendt, 1994 
 Willmott, 1994 

  

    
 
Based on the data analysis guide (see Table 5.5), each article or conference paper was coded as 
belonging to one or more of the political perspectives. To ensure and verify the methodological 
trustworthiness of the coding process, the literature was coded twice with a time interval of six 
months (to preclude the possibility of being able to remember the previous coding result). The 
agreement between the two coding results was 90.5%. The differences between coding results were 

                                                 
16 Articles that appear in more than one cell span multiple perspectives. The dominant perspective is represented by 
bold typeface, while secondary perspectives are represented by normal font. Articles spanning multiple perspectives 
with no dominant perspective are represented by italicized typeface. 
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subsequently handled by enlisting assistance from another researcher in recoding the articles in 
question as a basis for comparing, discussing, and reconciling the coding results. 
 
Several interesting observations can be made from Table 4.2. First, the pluralist perspective is the 
only perspective that is well represented in the literature by 26 articles. It is also the only 
perspective present in all three streams of literature. Second, the rationalist perspective is 
represented by the fewest number of articles (5 articles) and is primarily present in one stream of 
literature, more specifically the literature on politics in process innovation. In several of the articles 
espousing one of the other political perspectives, politics is portrayed as the antithesis to rationality 
whereby rationalist politics becomes a contradiction in terms (see for example Grint et al., 1995). 
The lack of articles on rationalist politics may be a reflection of this perception. Jasperson et al. 
arrive at a similar conclusion and state that “explicit discussions of power, politics, and conflict are 
conspicuously absent in the substantial body of research applying the rational perspective. The 
incompatibility between the assumptions underlying the rational view and popular 
conceptualizations of power provide one reason for this absence” (Jasperson et al., 2002: 410). 
Third, the radical perspective is strongly represented in the stream of literature on politics in process 
innovation (9 articles), but is noticeably absent in the other two streams. Fourth, apart from the 
pluralist perspective the interpretive perspective is the most prevalent perspective (11 articles). 
However, only one article within the literature stream on SPI is based on this perspective. Fifth, 
both the rationalist and radical perspectives are absent in parts of the literature. Apart from the 
above-mentioned gaps in literature espousing the radical perspective, the rationalist perspective is 
not present in the stream of literature on SPI. Sixth, several articles span more than one political 
perspective. 9 articles (bold typeface in Table 4.2) span two perspectives with one of the 
perspectives being dominant. Only 2 articles span three perspectives (italicized typeface in Table 
4.2). No article spans all four perspectives. 
 
All the articles within the same political perspective share common features across the streams of 
literature. In the remainder of this section, I will present a brief overview of the literature within 
each perspective. Chapter 3 contains an elaborate account of each of the three streams of literature, 
including a summary of, and reflections on, state-of-the-art knowledge and gaps in our existing 
knowledge about politics in process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI. 
 
Common to pluralist studies on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI is a focus on 
conflicts and implementation problems arising from: Threats to the existing distribution of power 
and resources (Currie & Willcocks, 1996; Hartlen, 2004; Markus, 1983; Markus, 1981; Saunders, 
1981; Williams & Wilson, 1997); attempts to limit authority and tighten management control 
(Manley, 2000); attacks on expert power (Wilkinson & Witcher, 1993); threats to identity, self-
image, and organizational culture (Silva et al., 1997; Markus & Pfeffer, 1983); attempts to reduce 
autonomy and increase workload (Grover et al., 1988); attacks on spheres of influence and the 
balance of power (Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b; Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a); disagreements over 
existing practices and future improvements (Kautz et al., 2001); resistance to change (Grover et al., 
1995); and turf guarding (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995; Stelzer & Mellis, 1998). Changes to 
existing practices are shaped by politicizing the change methodology, terminology, and problem 
definition; and processes are enacted, interpreted, negotiated, and modified in pursuit of self-
interests (Buchanan, 1997; Grint & Willcocks, 1995). Implementation requires support and 
mobilization of interests (Knights & McCabe, 1998) and, in turn, support depends on perceived 
convergence of interests (Kelley, 1976). Support can be promoted through the use of dialectics in 
analyzing and resolving conflicts (Kautz et al., 2001). Finally, the outcome depends on: 

 52



Communication17 and employee involvement (Hartlen, 2004); education (Kelley, 1976); 
negotiation and mobilization of interests and power structures (Knights & McCabe, 2002; Knights 
& McCabe, 1998; Manley, 2000); future versus existing power distribution among organizational 
subunits (Cavaye & Christensen, 1996); the adoption patterns and network centrality of 
stakeholders (Burkhardt & Brass, 1990); consistency between systems and processes (Markus, 
1983); alignment between systems, goals, power distribution, and organizational culture (Markus & 
Pfeffer, 1983); dependency among the parties involved (Saunders, 1997); political flair (Buchanan, 
1997); and leadership18 (Levine & Rossmore, 1994). 
 
Rationalist studies on process innovation and systems implementation share a focus on rationality, 
unity, and consensus in organizations (Knights & McCabe, 2002). The question of how to achieve 
agreed-upon corporate goals takes center stage (Knights & McCabe, 2002). Political management 
increases the likelihood of successfully changing practice. Managing politics involves monitoring 
and managing support, determining the feasibility of change proposals, and mobilizing power to 
sustain political momentum. By following a principled approach and maintaining an adaptive 
change strategy, resistance to change and loss of control can be avoided (Smith & Willcocks, 1995; 
Willcocks & Smith, 1995). Understanding and leveraging various dimensions of organizational 
power (resource, process, and meaning) are prerequisites for implementation success. The 
mobilization of resources, processes, and meanings is required to ensure alignment between IS, 
structures, people, and organizational culture and to reduce the power vested in the organizational 
system. This power reflects the existing values, culture, and structures of the organization and 
inhibits change (Dhillon, 2004). In addition to understanding and leveraging power, problem 
ownership, participation in agenda formation, solution commitment, and confidence in authority are 
factors affecting implementation success (Swan & Clark, 1992). 
 
Common to interpretive studies on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI is a focus 
on social construction of reality and the management of meaning. Effecting change involves 
establishing shared values, norms, and beliefs and translating them into action (Grint et al., 1995; 
Grint & Willcocks, 1995). This is accomplished by using shared understandings (socially 
constructed reality) in the form of narratives (Brown, 1998), by rearranging the symbols of 
organizational power structures (Markus, 1981), by enacting socially situated actions (Nielsen & 
Ngwenyama, 2002), and by framing communication and controlling information flows to 
manipulate perceptions (Brown, 1995), i.e. by influencing the discourse (the adopted terminology, 
for example) accompanying the change effort (Buchanan, 1997). Implementation success depends 
on consistency between the proposed changes and the organizational culture and the existing 
distribution of power (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983). Implementation barriers include organizational 
knowledge, memories, skills, values, culture, and structures embedded in systems and residing in 
employees (Taylor, 1995; Dhillon, 2004); threats to authority, identity, and self-image (Silva et al., 
1997); and contradictory interpretations of a change process and the accompanying discourse (Silva 
et al., 1997). 
 
Radical studies on process innovation share a focus on managerial attempts to institute control 
mechanisms and oppress the labor force (Boudreau & Robey, 1996; Knights & McCabe, 2002). 
Such managerial attempts are disguised as process innovations. They are, however, contradictory in 
the sense that they try to ensure labor cooperation while seeking to restrict freedom (McCabe, 
                                                 
17 Communication is rejected as a means to ensure implementation success by Knights & McCabe (1998) and Markus 
(1983). 
18 Leadership is rejected as a means to ensure implementation success by Knights & McCabe (1998). 
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1996). The contradictions are masked by rhetoric about empowerment and efficiency (Boudreau & 
Robey, 1996). The process innovations are also legitimized by referring to customer interests and 
the need to improve competitiveness (McCabe, 1996). The process innovations have a tendency to 
reinforce existing inequalities and power relations within the organization (McCabe et al., 1998), 
and they are supportive of the identity and interests of some employees and repressive of others 
(McCabe, 2000). Power is not a property of individuals, but is an intrinsic part of social relations 
(Knights & McCabe, 1999). Furthermore, the ideology, discourse, and practices of some 
innovations foster a capitalist priority system focusing on efficiency and productivity (Wendt, 
1994). The possibility of labor resistance makes implementation outcomes uncertain (McCabe, 
1996). Labor resistance may occur because process automation renders employees redundant 
(Hartlen, 2004). Implementation success cannot be accomplished through coercion alone as an 
impact is only sustained as long as management pressure is applied (Willmott, 1994). 
Communication and employee involvement may serve to reduce resistance (Hartlen, 2004). 
 
As mentioned, the preceding categorization of the literature will be used together with the literature 
review (see chapter 3) as a basis for discussing the contributions of this PhD dissertation (see 
chapter 8). 
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5. Research Design 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter introduces the case study research design, including the theory on how to conduct and 
evaluate case studies on which the reported case study was based as well as the methods of data 
collection and analysis that were employed. 
 

CONTENT 
The case study draws on design components that are general in nature and quality criteria for case 
study research that are specific to realism.19 Qualitative data were collected and analyzed 
rigorously through data coding as well as within-case and cross-case analysis. 
 
 

5.1. Case Study Theory and Application 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section introduces the theory of case study research and its application. Research design 
components and principles of data collection underlying case studies in general and my case study 
in particular are described along with the use of a case study protocol. Quality criteria for case 
story research unique to realism are presented along with an account of how they were satisfied. 
 

CONTENT 
My case study is an exploratory, single-case, embedded case study of politics in process 
implementation. The case study is guided by a ‘how’ type question: How can variations in (digitally 
enabled) process innovation behavior be explained and managed through organizational politics? 
The exploration of these variations includes four units of analysis: Four business units within the 
same company. The case study design ensures construct validity, contingent validity, analytic 
generalization, methodological trustworthiness, ontological appropriateness, and multiple 
perceptions of participants and of peer researchers (Healy & Perry, 2000). By including multiple 
data sources; by using triangulation, a data analysis guide, and key informant reviews; by 
documenting the chain of evidence; and by grounding the case study in theory, construct validity is 
ensured. Within- and cross-case analyses ensure contingent validity. Interview guides form a basis 
for analytic generalization. By using a case study protocol and establishing a case study database, 
methodological trustworthiness is ensured. The focus on the ‘how’ type question and the use of 

                                                 
19 As I have not been able to identify quality criteria for case study research unique to critical realism in the literature, I 
have adopted those of realism (Healy & Perry, 2000; Riege, 2003) while acknowledging the differences between the 
two paradigms. This decision is based on perceived alignment between the quality criteria described by Healy & Perry 
(2000) and the research methodology as well as the epistemology of critical realism. For example, establishing 
‘methodological trustworthiness’ (quality criteria) is of paramount importance when doing multi-method research 
(methodology) (Mingers, 2001; Mingers, 2007). Also, relying on ‘multiple perceptions of participants and of peer 
researchers’ (quality criteria) is key to the ‘retroduction’ (epistemology) of critical realism (see subsection 1.3.1). 
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triangulation ensure ontological appropriateness and multiple perceptions of participants and of 
peer researchers. 
 
 

5.1.1. Case Study Theory 
According to Yin, a case study “is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary 
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phenomenon and 
context are not clearly evident” (Yin, 2003: 13). To this definition, Yin adds multiple data sources 
and theory driven data collection and analysis as key characteristics of case study research. Yin 
argues that a case study is the preferred research method when contextual factors are believed to be 
highly relevant to the subject of study. A case study has a distinct advantage as a research strategy 
in situations when “a ‘how’ or ‘why’ question is being asked about a contemporary set of events, 
over which the investigator has little or no control” (Yin, 2003: 9). 
 
Case studies vary according to purpose and scope. In terms of purpose, Yin distinguishes between 
exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory case studies. In terms of scope, he distinguishes between 
single versus multiple case study designs on the one hand and embedded versus holistic case studies 
on the other hand. Despite their differences, case studies share a number of common features, 
including research design components, a case study protocol, principles of data collection, and 
quality criteria. I will explain each in turn. 
 
A case study has five research design components: (1) research questions, (2) (possibly) 
propositions, (3) unit(s) of analysis, (4) logic linking data and propositions, and (5) interpretation 
criteria. In terms of research questions, ‘how’ and ‘why’ type questions are appropriate. In terms of 
propositions, important theoretical issues are raised and attention is drawn to specific aspects of the 
case. In an exploratory case study, a purpose statement is substituted for propositions. In terms of 
unit(s) of analysis, the boundaries are determined, i.e. who is included and what is the time frame? 
In terms of the logic linking data and propositions as well as interpretation criteria, Yin emphasizes 
the underdeveloped nature of these components of case studies. ‘Pattern matching’ is mentioned 
which, however, is not applicable to exploratory case studies. 
 
Yin suggests developing a case study protocol. A case study protocol is a data collection guide that 
serves to increase case study reliability. It consists of (1) a case study overview of issues and 
objectives; (2) field procedures to ensure adequate resources, support, as well as access to and 
participation from the unit(s) of analysis, e.g. an organization; (3) case study questions; and (4) a 
case study report guide, i.e. a presentation of the case study. 
 
Three principles of data collection govern case study research: Using multiple data sources, creating 
a case study database, and establishing a chain of evidence. In terms of using multiple data sources, 
triangulation enables “converging lines of inquiry” (Yin, 2003: 98), i.e. several sources of 
information pointing to the same conclusion or finding. In terms of creating a case study database, 
allowing others access to the case study material increases the reliability of the case study. In terms 
of establishing a chain of evidence, ensuring insight into the research process by making it possible 
for others to retrace the research steps, e.g. from data collection to data analysis, increases the 
quality of the case study. 
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According to Yin, four quality criteria are relevant to case study research: Construct validity, 
internal validity, external validity, and reliability (Yin, 2003).20 However, despite his being 
recognized as an authority on case study research (Healy & Perry, 2000), he “adopts an implicitly 
positivist stance in describing case study research” (Walsham, 1995: 74). Although researchers who 
belong to other paradigms accept many of the premises of case study research proposed by Yin, 
including it being the preferred research method for dealing with ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions 
(Walsham, 1995), they rely on other quality criteria than those of positivism. Quality criteria are 
paradigm dependent (see for example Klein & Myers, 1999). Healy & Perry recognize this in 
stating that “the quality of scientific research done within a paradigm has to be judged by its own 
paradigm’s terms” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 120-121). 
 
Healy & Perry (2000) establish six quality criteria for case study research within the realism 
paradigm. However, as these criteria lack practical applicability, Riege (2003) formulates 
comparable criteria and describes a number of techniques to help researchers apply them in 
practice. Table 5.1 shows how the quality criteria of Riege and of Healy & Perry compare to the 
reliability and validity criteria of Yin (2003). For example, ‘credibility’ (Riege, 2003) and 
‘contingent validity’ (Healy & Perry, 2000) relate to ‘internal validity’ (Yin, 2003). The differences 
between the quality criteria are explicated below.21

 
Table 5.1: Quality Criteria for Case Study Research 

 

 Positivism 
(Yin, 2003) 

Realism 
(Riege, 2003)

Realism 
(Healy & Perry, 2000) 

Construct validity Confirmability Construct validity 
Internal validity Credibility Contingent validity 
External validity Transferability Analytic generalization 
Reliability Dependability Methodological trustworthiness 
  Ontological appropriateness 

Q
ua

lit
y 

cr
ite

ri
a 

 
 
 

 Multiple perceptions of 
participants and of peer researchers 

    
 
The ‘construct validity’ of Healy & Perry is similar to the ‘construct validity’ of positivism (Yin, 
2003) and “refers to how well information about the constructs in the theory being built are 
measured in the research” (Healy & Perry, 2003: 124). In comparison, Riege uses the term 
‘confirmability’ which is a matter of ensuring that the interpretation of data is logical and that the 
conclusions are reasonable. To ensure ‘confirmability’, methods (or analytical procedures) must be 
described in detail, data must be available for re-analysis, and a complete picture of events must be 
presented (Riege, 2003). 
 
According to Healy & Perry, ‘contingent validity’ is “validity about generative mechanisms and the 
contexts that make them contingent” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 123), and it is a matter of providing 
answers (to research questions) that are context dependent. For his part, Riege focuses on 
‘credibility’ which is analogous to the concept of ‘internal validity’ (Yin, 2003) and is a matter of 
getting approval from peers and subjects of research studies, since different interpretations of events 

                                                 
20 Reliability has already been mentioned in relation to case study protocols and case study databases. 
21 Note that neither Yin nor Riege offer quality criteria comparable to ‘ontological appropriateness’ and ‘multiple 
perceptions of participants and of peer researchers’ (Healy & Perry, 2000). 
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are possible. For this purpose, research must be conducted credibly, findings must be internally 
coherent, and concepts must be systematically linked (Riege, 2003). 
 
“‘Analytic generalisation’, that is, theory building” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 123) refers to realism’s 
focus on theory building rather than on theory testing, meaning that the research output should be a 
theoretical contribution. In comparison, Riege uses the term ‘transferability’ which is a matter of 
showing similarities or differences across similar or different units of analysis. ‘Transferability’ is 
similar to the ‘external validity’ of positivism (Yin, 2003). To ensure ‘transferability’, the findings 
must be related to theory and the descriptions accompanying the findings must be detailed enough 
to enable judgment of the transferability to other settings (Riege, 2003). 
 
According to Healy & Perry, ‘methodological trustworthiness’ “refers to the extent to which the 
research can be audited by developing a case study database and by the use of quotations in the 
written report” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 123). For his part, Riege focuses on ‘dependability’ which is 
analogous to the concept of ‘reliability’ (Yin, 2003) and is a matter of demonstrating consistency 
and stability in the research process. For this purpose, the research design must be consistent with 
the research question (Riege, 2003). 
 
In addition, Healy & Perry (2000) describe two other quality criteria: ‘Ontological appropriateness’ 
and ‘multiple perceptions of participants and of peer researchers’. ‘Ontological appropriateness’ is a 
question of whether the research focuses on “world three”22 which, according to the authors, “is 
related to realism and consists of abstract things that are born of people’s minds but exist 
independently of any one person” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 120). Consequently, research should focus 
on that which is intersubjectively created and belongs neither to the objective world (“world one”) 
nor to the subjective world (“world two”).23 ‘Multiple perceptions of participants and of peer 
researchers’ is a question of relying on multiple perceptions of a single, knowable reality and entails 
triangulation of data sources. According to Healy & Perry, “a participant's perception for realism is 
a window to reality through which a picture of reality can be triangulated with other perceptions” 
(Healy & Perry, 2000: 123). 
 
In the following subsection, I will describe what I have done to ensure that my case study on 
organizational politics in process innovation lives up to the quality criteria described above. 
 

5.1.2. Case Study Application 
The case study conforms to theory in both its design and application, and I will argue that it fits 
most of the characteristics of a case study mentioned in the previous subsection. 
 
A case study was chosen as the general means of investigating the role of politics in process 
innovation, in part because a ‘how’ type question (see the research design components below) was 
being asked of contemporary events in a company as they unfolded without me having any control 
of the outcome. In addition, the case study approach enabled me to draw on the multiple data 
sources to which I had access. 
 

                                                 
22 Refer to subsection 1.3.1 for an account of critical realism and the ‘worlds’ of the objective and subjective. 
23 In this PhD dissertation, this is accomplished by focusing on organizational politics – a concept that is borne out of 
the subjective world (“world two”) but exists independently of any one person (“world three”). 
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Specifically, my investigation was an exploratory case study of politics in process implementation. 
Also, the case study fits the description of a single-case, embedded case study, i.e. a single case 
with multiple units of analysis. Specifically, I studied politics in process implementation in four 
business units (embedded units of analysis) within the same company (single-case). Only one case 
was included in the study due to the nature of my industrial PhD project (being employed by the 
case company). One advantage of single-case studies is that they allow for longitudinal research, 
and at the case company I took advantage of this fact by studying the BPIP implementation over 
time. Multiple units of analysis were selected for the purpose of identifying and analyzing 
variations in the BPIP implementation processes and outcomes across different parts of the 
organization. The potential pitfall of focusing only at the subunit level and failing to focus also on 
the larger unit of analysis (Yin, 2003: 45) was avoided by including the corporate level of the 
company in all analyses. 
 
I will briefly address each of the five research design components previously mentioned: 
 
(1) In terms of research question, a ‘how’ type question guided the case study: 
 

How can variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior be explained 
and managed through organizational politics? 

 
The inclusion of ‘digitally enabled’ in the research question directs attention to the interplay 
between processes and IS in process innovation. However, the fact that the case study does not 
accord this interplay separate attention, despite it being situated within the IS research tradition, 
explains the parentheses. Instead, focus is on organizational politics in the implementation of new 
processes based on the CMMI. It is the process innovation behavior associated with this 
implementation which is of special interest in this PhD dissertation. Meanwhile, the fact that the 
implementation takes place in a high-tech company, Terma, for the purpose of improving existing 
systems development and management practices makes it only natural to take the interplay into 
consideration as part of the case analyses. 
 
(2) In terms of propositions, none were developed because of the exploratory nature of the case 
study. Instead, the following purpose statement was written: 
 

The purpose of the case study is to investigate the role of organizational politics in the 
course and outcome of process implementation in a company. 

 
This purpose statement, together with the research question, guided my research both during data 
collection, for example in relation to my choice of interview questions, and data analysis, for 
example in relation to my attention to certain types of events and statements. Both were helpful in 
determining what was inside and outside the scope of the case study. 
 
(3) In terms of unit(s) of analysis, all four business units participating in the company’s BPIP were 
included in the case study. The units were sufficiently diverse in terms of business domains, 
business goals, business strategies, and other characteristics to warrant their inclusion in the case 
study. 
 
(4) In terms of the logic linking data and propositions, no steps were taken due to the exploratory 
nature of the case study (i.e. no hypothesis was formulated). 
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(5) In terms of interpretation criteria, see subsection 5.2.2.2. 
 
Following Yin, a case study protocol was developed to implement the research design (see 
Appendix A). The case study questions were based on the research question and helped me to focus 
on what I needed to know. The case study protocol helped to ensure methodological trustworthiness 
by demonstrating congruence between the research question and the case study design. To ensure 
rigorous data collection and help me in how to question interviewees, interview guides (see 
Appendix B) were prepared, in addition to the case study protocol. The case study questions 
supported my exploration of the research question while ensuring a natural rather than rigid flow of 
open-ended questions in all interviews. Thus, the case study questions allowed for semi-structured 
interviews (see subsection 5.2.1.1) and helped ensure analytic generalization by providing 
comparable data that allowed for the development of theory. 
 
In my research practice, I strove to follow the three principles of data collection mentioned in the 
previous subsection. The inclusion of multiple data sources allowed for triangulation (I relied on the 
data sources described in subsection 5.2.1). Despite criticism in the literature, I depended in part on 
triangulation as a means of ensuring construct validity. Mason, for example, criticizes the logic of 
triangulation as a means of research validation, in part because it implies the existence of an 
objective and knowable reality that can be grasped through the use of multiple methods (Mason, 
2002: 190). However, both Riege and Healy & Perry recommend using multiple sources of 
evidence (Riege, 2003) and triangulation (Healy & Perry, 2000) as means of ensuring construct 
validity.24 Besides triangulation, a case study database was created (see section 10.1) as a means of 
ensuring methodological trustworthiness. Lastly, a chain of evidence was established in order to 
further ensure construct validity. Section 5.2 details the steps in the data analysis process, i.e. how 
the collected data were analyzed and interpreted in order for me to arrive at the reported findings. In 
addition, each case analysis section (see chapter 7) contains an overview of the data that were used 
for that particular analysis. Such overviews, together with information about the case analysis steps, 
allow the reader to retrace and repeat the analyses. 
 
As already revealed by referencing the quality criteria for case study research associated with 
realism (e.g. methodological trustworthiness), I have drawn on Riege and Healy & Perry in 
ensuring the quality and rigor of my case study research. While I rely on the concepts defined by 
Healy & Perry, I depend on the techniques recommended by Riege. Table 5.2 gives an overview of 
my application of the techniques recommended by Riege (2003) in observing the quality criteria 
defined by Healy & Perry (2000). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
24 Riege uses the term confirmability (Riege, 2003). 
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Table 5.2: Application of Quality Criteria for Case Study Research 
 

Realism 
(Riege, 2003) 

Realism 
(Healy & Perry, 2000) 

Application 
(Müller, 2008) 

 Confirmability  Construct validity 

 Multiple data sources 
 Data analysis guide25 
 Key informant reviews 
 Chain of evidence 
 Triangulation 
 Use of theory 

 Credibility  Contingent validity  Within- and cross-case analyses26

 Transferability  Analytic generalization  Analytic generalization27 
 Interview guides28 

 Dependability  Methodological trustworthiness  Case study protocol29 
 Case study database 

  Ontological appropriateness  ‘How’ type question 

  Multiple perceptions of 
  participants and of peer researchers  Triangulation 

    
 
Construct validity was (in addition to using triangulation and creating a chain of evidence) taken 
into account by establishing and using a data analysis guide based on a theoretical framework. The 
data analysis guide contains concepts, i.e. operational measures, of organizational politics derived 
from theory. The data analysis guide is described in subsection 5.2.2.1. As another means of 
ensuring construct validity, I also relied on the quality criterion of key informant reviews (the 
practice of presenting interviewees and other research subjects with the analysis in order for them to 
determine the validity of the interpretations). The case analyses (see chapter 7) were, for example, 
read and commented on by the corporate BPIP manager, which provided me with valuable 
feedback. I am, however, aware of the problems associated with granting “epistemological 
privilege” (Mason, 2002) to others. First, research subjects are for the most part unfamiliar with 
social science conventions. Second, research subjects’ evaluation of case analyses is influenced by 
post-rationalization (Mason, 2002). Despite these problems, key informant reviews may provide 
useful feedback, for example as the accuracy of information and the sequence of events are 
evaluated. The key informant review by the corporate BPIP manager helped identify minor 
discrepancies in descriptions of events. However, due to the problems associated with key 
informant reviews, interpretive validity was first and foremost ensured by explicating the details of 
data collection and analysis. 
 
Contingent validity was provided through within- and cross-case analyses. These analyses 
demonstrate internal coherence of the research findings by systematically relating the concepts 
associated with organizational politics. Chapter 7 and section 8.1 describe in detail the analyses 
within and across the business units for each of the four perspectives on organizational politics.30

 
Analytic generalization was achieved by establishing concepts and propositions that contribute to 
theory based on the research results. As mentioned, the interview guides were instrumental in 
                                                 
25 See subsection 5.2.2.1. 
26 See subsection 5.2.2.2. 
27 See chapter 9. 
28 See Appendix B. 
29 See Appendix A. 
30 Despite Yin’s claim that internal validity (analogous to contingent validity) is not relevant to exploratory case studies. 
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providing data for analytic generalization. Yin (2003) uses the concept of analytic generalization for 
generalizing from case study to theory. Analytic generalization is – as opposed to statistical 
generalization – the method for generalizing the results of a case study.31 Walsham acknowledges 
the possibility of generalizing to theory. According to Klein & Myers (1999), generalization is not 
only possible in qualitative case study research but also desirable.32 Based on a rich case 
description, “the researcher can generalize to concepts, to a theory, to specific implications, or to 
rich insight” (Lee & Baskerville, 2003: 236). Walsham (1995) and Lee & Baskerville (2003) each 
identify four types of analytic generalizations. For his part, Walsham identifies development of 
concepts, generation of theory, drawing of specific implications, and contribution of rich insight as 
types of generalizations (1995).33 For their part, Lee & Baskerville distinguish between 
generalizing from data to description, generalizing from description to theory, generalizing from 
theory to description, and generalizing from concepts to theory (2003). By establishing concepts 
and propositions, I rely on two types of generalizations: Development of concepts and generation of 
theory (Walsham, 1995). These types of generalizations correspond to “Type ET Generalizability: 
Generalizing from Description to Theory”34 and “Type TT Generalizability: Generalizing from 
Concepts to Theory”35, respectively. Concepts are built on the basis of theory and empirical data for 
the purpose of generalizing the research findings. Propositions are advanced for the purpose of 
generalizing from concepts to theory. These concepts and propositions are based on rigorous case 
analyses as well as within- and cross-case syntheses that are described in detail both in terms of 
method and results in order to document how I arrived at the generalizations.36 Say Klein & Myers: 
“It is important that theoretical abstractions and generalizations should be carefully related to the 
field study details as they were experienced and/or collected by the researcher. This is so readers 
can follow how the researcher arrived at his or her theoretical insights” (Klein & Myers, 1999: 75). 
 
Methodological trustworthiness was (in addition to using a case study protocol and establishing a 
case study database) ensured by demonstrating the appropriateness of the data collection and 
analysis method to the research question, and by showing that the data collection and analysis were 
thorough, careful, honest, and accurate (Mason, 2002: 188). Section 5.2 describes in detail the case 
study data collection and analysis. 
 
Ontological appropriateness and multiple perceptions of participants and of peer researchers were 
satisfied by, on the one hand, focusing on the ‘how’ type question of organizational politics in 
process innovation and, on the other hand, by using triangulation in arriving at an answer to the 
question. By focusing on organizational politics, a concept that is borne out of the subjective world 
but exists independently of any one person, the case study satisfies the criteria of ontological 
                                                 
31 By comparison, Mason argues that “generalization is sometimes thought about in two distinct ways: empirical 
generalization and theoretical generalization” (Mason, 2002: 195). 
32 In fact, “the principle of abstraction and generalization” is described as one of seven principles for interpretive field 
research (Klein & Myers, 1999). 
33 Similarly, Eisenhardt says: “The final product of building theory from case studies may be concepts, a conceptual 
framework, or propositions or possibly midrange theory” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 545). 
34 Development of concepts corresponds to this type of generalizability in the sense that “the researcher generalizes 
from empirical statements (as inputs to generalizing) to theoretical statements (as outputs of generalizing)” (Lee & 
Baskerville, 2003: 235). 
35 Generation of theory corresponds to this type of generalizability in the sense that “a researcher generalizes from 
theoretical propositions in the form of concepts (such as a variable, an a priori construct, or another concept) to the 
theoretical propositions that make up a theory (specifically, a set of logically consistent propositions that, pending the 
results of empirical testing, could qualify as a theory)” (Lee & Baskerville, 2003: 238). 
36 Says Mason: “It should go without saying that you must be able to demonstrate accuracy of method, and validity of 
both method and interpretation, if you are going to have anything meaningful to generalize” (Mason, 2002: 196). 
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appropriateness, because “the ontology of realism assumes that the research is dealing with complex 
social phenomena involving reflective people” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 121). By using triangulation 
of several data sources to compare multiple perceptions about a single reality the case study reflects 
the value-awareness of realism (i.e. the criteria of multiple perceptions of participants and of peer 
researchers) in that “realists accept that there is a real world to discover even if it is only imperfectly 
and probabilistically apprehensible” (Healy & Perry, 2000: 123).37

 

5.2. Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes the sources and methods of data collection and the manner in which the data 
were analyzed. 
 

CONTENT 
The data sources include documents, interviews, meetings, and assessment results. The documents 
provided contextual information. The meetings and the assessment results documented, 
respectively, the innovation process and its outcome in each of the four business units. The 
interviews gave retrospective accounts of who did what, when, and why, and they tapped into the 
knowledge, experience, opinions, and feelings of the interviewees. Audio recordings of meetings 
and interviews were transcribed for data coding and analysis purposes. ATLAS.ti (software) was 
used for qualitative data analysis. The political content of the meetings and interviews was 
identified and coded in accordance with a coding scheme, including a data analysis guide based on 
the multi-perspective theoretical framework of organizational politics. The coding process was 
iterative, repetitive, and rigorous, and involved collaboration with another researcher for the 
purpose of ensuring intra-coder and intercoder reliability. Interpretation of the coded data was a 
three-step process of data selection and presentation, within-case analysis, and cross-case analysis. 
 
 
As mentioned my research on the role of organizational politics in the course and outcome of 
process implementation at Terma is an embedded case study (i.e. a practice study) in the larger 
context of a collaborative practice research project. Moreover, the case study is both qualitative and 
longitudinal in nature and draws on a plurality of data sources for the analyses. In this section, I will 
describe how and why data were collected and analyzed. In terms of data collection, Mason argues 
that validity is ensured by demonstrating how and why particular methods, aspects of methods, and 
data sources are valid ways of pursuing the research question(s). In terms of data analysis, “validity 
of interpretation in any form of qualitative research is contingent upon the ‘end product’ including a 
demonstration of how that interpretation was reached” (Mason, 2002: 191). 
 

5.2.1. Data Collection 
For the purpose of data collection, a variety of data sources and methods were used. Among the 
primary data sources and methods are audio recordings of meetings and interviews with various 

                                                 
37 This argument also applies to critical realism, because it, too, builds on the premise that explanations are based on 
presumed social structures (see subsection 1.3.1). 
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BPIP stakeholders. In addition, I had access to more than 2500 documents that record and capture 
the BPIP both at the corporate and business unit levels. The documents include status reports from 
both levels, minutes from project status and other meetings (e.g. BPIPG meetings), planning 
documents (implementation plans for each business unit as well as management and other plans for 
the entire (BPIP) project), implementation status accounts for each business unit, and process 
maturity assessment reports. All this written material was a source of background information and 
contextual knowledge that was invaluable in interpreting the statements and actions of the various 
stakeholders in relation to the BPIP. 
 
In my capacity as an employee and researcher at the company, I attended BPIP related meetings, 
and the conversations at these meetings were audio taped. The meetings that I attended include 
project status meetings, management support team meetings (team of advisors supporting the 
corporate BPIP manager), day-to-day management meetings, and a post-project review meeting. 
The meetings took place concurrently with the implementation of the new processes in the business 
units and, hence, they provided insight into the BPIP implementation itself. 
 
All audio recordings were transcribed to facilitate data coding and analysis. Both audio recordings 
and transcriptions are imperfect representations or records of what was originally communicated. 
Information is lost in the transformation from one media to another, e.g. from face-to-face 
communication to audio recordings and from audio recordings to transcriptions. Says Mason: “A 
transcription is always partial partly because it is an inadequate record of non-verbal aspects of the 
interaction (even if you try to insert these in the form of fieldnotes into the transcription afterwards), 
and also because judgments are made (usually by the person doing the transcription) about which 
verbal utterances to turn into text, and how to do it” (Mason, 2002: 77). The transformation from 
audio recordings to transcriptions was, however, necessary despite the loss of data richness. The 
data analysis of the large amount of collected data required the support of a qualitative data analysis 
tool (ATLAS.ti), which in turn necessitated turning communication content into text.38 For the 
purpose of ensuring the methodological trustworthiness of the transcription process, a transcription 
guide was prepared. The transcription guide lists the criteria used for transcribing the audio 
recordings and is found in Appendix D. 
 
Additionally, retrospective interviews were conducted with the primary stakeholders in the project. 
These interviews took place immediately following the official end date (December 2006) of the 
BPIP, making it likely that the interviewees had fresh in their minds the experiences of trying to put 
new processes into practice. The interviewees were: The CEO of the company, the senior VPs of 
the business units, the implementation managers (locally appointed persons in charge of the BPIP 
within their respective business units), and the project managers that spearheaded the 
implementation within each of the business units. 
 
The selection of interviewees was based on the implementation plans submitted by the business 
units in which the local participants in the BPIP were named. It was decided to interview all these 
stakeholders because they were all either key decision makers or gatekeepers of information flows 
in the BPIP. Therefore, it was deemed infeasible to deselect any person. 
 
The two tables below contain details of the audio recordings. In Table 5.3, the names, dates, and 
participants of each meeting are noted. Table 5.4 contains the demographics of each interviewee. 

                                                 
38 ATLAS.ti supports audio files, but the coding and search features are limited. 
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Table 5.3: Meetings 

 

Meeting File name39 Date Participants 
Day-to-day 
management meeting 

Møde om niveau 2 projektets fremtid + EBAT med 
GMH, DIV og TSH (dato tbd) 

May - June 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH 

Day-to-day 
management meeting 

TSH's syn på udfordringerne i BPIP over tid - 
diskussion ifm thesis proposal 

April 2006 SDM, TSH 

Day-to-day 
management meeting 

Diskussion med TSH om planlægningen af CMMI, 
niveau 2 udrulningsdelen af BPIP (september 
2005) 

August - 
September 
2005 

SDM, TSH 

Day-to-day 
management meeting 

Lydfil fra mødet 'Definition af målinger ud over 
EBAT' 16.01.2006 

January 16th 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH 

Day-to-day 
management meeting 

Referat (19. maj) af styregruppemødet i maj 2006 May 19th 
2006 

SDM, TSH 

Project Status 
Meeting 

BPIP projektstatusmøde 09.12.2005 December 
9th 2005 

GMH, SDM, TIM, 
TSH 

Project Status 
Meeting 

BPIP statusmøde 2 (dato tbd) February 
10th 2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
SKH, TIM, TSH 

Project Status 
Meeting 

BPIP statusmøde (dato tbd) March 10th 
2006 

BHR, DIV, GMH, 
PBJ, SDM, TIM, 
TSH 

Project Status 
Meeting 

BPIP statusmøde 3 (dato tbd – Påske) April 7th 
2006 

BHR, DIV, JHV, 
SDM, SKH, TIM, 
TSH 

Management Support 
Team Meeting 

Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 1; 
Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 2 

December 
16th 2005 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH, VE 

Management Support 
Team Meeting 

BPIP Management Team Møde 05.01.2006 January 5th 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH, VE 

Management Support 
Team Meeting 

Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV 
og GMH 2 (formiddag - dato tbd); Mgn Support 
Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH 2 
(eftermiddag - dato tbd) 

February 2nd 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH, VE 

Management Support 
Team Meeting 

Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV 
og GMH (09-03-2006); Mgn Support Team 
Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH (anden del 
af 09-03-2006) 

March 9th 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH, VE 

Management Support 
Team Meeting 

Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV 
og GMH (formiddag - dato tbd); Mgn Support 
Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH 
(eftermiddag - dato tbd) 

May 4th 
2006 

DIV, GMH, SDM, 
TSH, VE 

Post-Project Review PPR for BPIP 11-12-2006 December 
11th 2006 

BHR, DIV, HI, JHV, 
SDM, TIM, TNN, 
TSH 

Biannual orientation 
meeting with the 
company CEO 

Road show med Maaløe 06-11-2006 November 
6th 2006 

JNM, Corporate 
Services 

    

                                                 
39 The name of the audio file stored in the case study database. 
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Table 5.4: Interviews 

 

Business unit Interviewee Title 
Corporate JNM CEO 
Aerostructures (AES) FKC Senior VP 
Aerostructures (AES) PKS Implementation manager 
Aerostructures (AES) ANP Project manager 
Aerostructures (AES) JVM Project manager 
Aerostructures (AES) TOM Project manager 
Airborne Systems (ASY) SML Senior VP 
Airborne Systems (ASY) TNN Implementation manager 
Airborne Systems (ASY) RJW Project manager 
Airborne Systems (ASY) SGN Project manager 
Integrated Systems (ISY) PDE Senior VP 
Integrated Systems (ISY) TOR Roll-out & training manager 
Integrated Systems (ISY) ICM Project manager 
Integrated Systems (ISY) KME Project manager 
Integrated Systems (ISY) MC Project manager 
Integrated Systems (ISY) MJ Project manager 
Radar Systems (RSY) MW Senior VP 
Radar Systems (RSY) SKH Implementation manager 
Radar Systems (RSY) KHA Project manager 
Radar Systems (RSY) MLN Project manager 

    
 

5.2.1.1. Interviews 
The interviews took place over a two-month period from late November 2006 to mid-January 2007. 
The interviews were semi-structured and based on interview guides (Kvale, 1997). As suggested by 
Patton, different interview strategies were combined to draw on the strengths of different types of 
interviews. Specifically, the interviews were based on two interviewing strategies: The informal 
conversational interview and the interview guide approach (Patton, 2004). On the one hand, in the 
informal conversational interview, “questions emerge from the immediate context and are asked in 
the natural course of things” (Patton, 2004: 349). On the other hand, in the interview guide 
approach, “topics and issues to be covered are specified in advance, in outline form” (Patton, 2004: 
349). Whereas the strength of the informal conversational interview is the salience and relevance of 
the questions, the strength of the interview guide approach is the potential for systematic data 
collection and comprehensive data. As the two interviewing strategies are not mutually exclusive, I 
combined them by specifying certain key questions in interview guides while leaving room for 
other topics to be explored at my discretion. Notes were taken during the interviews to capture 
observations (e.g. one interviewee kept banging his fist on the table to emphasize his points) and 
insights (e.g. realizing that the interviewee was only paying me lip service). 
 
Three interview guides (Kvale, 1997) were prepared – one for each level of management. The 
decision to prepare three interview guides rather than just one was based on the expectation that the 
different levels of management, i.e. the CEO, the senior VPs of the four business units, and the 
project managers who were tasked with actually putting the new processes into practice, would be 
able to offer different insights by focusing on different aspects of the BPIP implementation 
processes and outcomes in the different business units. By virtue of their roles and responsibilities 
(position) within the company, they would be inclined to focus on the strategic value (the CEO), the 
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business value (the senior VPs), and the project value (the project managers) of the BPIP. By 
focusing on all three aspects, and any other aspects emphasized by the respondents, I expected to 
gain a comprehensive overview of the BPIP process and outcome. The interview with the CEO 
focused on the strategic importance and expected business value of the BPIP, both for the company 
as a whole and for each of the four business units. The CEO was also asked to evaluate the BPIP 
implementation and its outcomes. The interviews with the senior VPs focused on the perceived 
value of the CMMI and the BPIP for each of the business units. They were also asked to evaluate 
the BPIP implementation and its outcome. Particularly the overall challenges confronting each 
business unit during the period of implementation were probed to better understand the context in 
which the BPIP was taking place. The interviews with the project managers were more attentive to 
details and focused on both the BPIP implementation and the value of new processes in managing 
the projects. They were asked to give individual accounts of the implementation process, including 
who and what influenced the pace and outcome. Additionally, they were encouraged to evaluate the 
processes and their impact on day-to-day project management. The interview guides are found in 
Appendix B. 
 
In preparing the interview guides, I had to decide on the content of my interviews and the substance 
of my questions (Mason, 2002). Following the advice of Mason, I grounded my decisions in the 
intellectual puzzle (i.e. why did the process and outcome of the BPIP differ across business units at 
Terma?) and the research question (i.e. how can variations in process innovation behavior be 
explained and managed through organizational politics?). First, I decided to divide the interview 
questions into two broad categories: Questions about the process and questions about the value and 
outcome. Second, I decided to frame questions in an open manner to invite the respondents to talk 
about aspects, the value, and outcomes of the BPIP implementation that were important to them. 
The questions were open-ended (Kvale, 1997) and of a how, what, why, and who nature. Different 
kinds of questions were used, including experience and behavior questions (e.g. about actions and 
reactions), opinion and values questions (e.g. about the perceived benefits of new processes), 
feeling questions (e.g. about sense of commitment), and knowledge questions (e.g. about who did 
what) (Patton, 2004). Mixing different types of questions was important for the purpose of 
determining what happened and why. Experience and behavior questions helped to determine what 
the respondents did in terms of process implementation. Opinion and values questions helped to 
determine what the respondents saw as benefits and drawbacks of the new processes. Feeling 
questions helped to determine the attitudes of the respondents towards the new processes. And 
knowledge questions helped to establish a broader picture of who did what, when, and why across 
respondents. 
 

5.2.1.2. Other Data Sources 
In addition to documents and audio recordings of interviews and meetings, process maturity 
assessments provided a valuable and steady source of data. To a large extent, implementation 
progress and outcomes were measured by means of internal assessments. Through the use of an 
internally developed self-assessment tool, the maturity of the systems development processes was 
monitored and evaluated for each implementation project against the requirements of CMMI level 2 
on a regular basis. As the chief architect of this tool, I was responsible for planning and supervising 
these assessments at Terma for more than two years. My access to these data was a prerequisite for 
not only evaluating the implementation progress, but also for determining the impact of the BPIP 
implementation, for example the relative improvement between the baseline assessment, i.e. the 
first assessment, and the final assessment. As previously mentioned, the development and 
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deployment of this self-assessment tool were the object of a field experiment and the lessons 
learned were published in Müller et al. (2007a, 2007b). The assessment results are found in 
subsection 6.1.3. 
 

5.2.2. Data Analysis 
With a few exceptions, all voice recordings were transcribed with subsequent coding and qualitative 
data analysis in mind. The audio quality of a handful of the recordings was such that it was deemed 
too cumbersome to transcribe the material. However, since I was present during the meetings and 
interviews in question, I had little trouble discerning what the attendees and interviewees said. 
Consequently, these recordings were used in their raw data form with only selected excerpts being 
transcribed. Despite the limitations of the qualitative data analysis tool, the recordings in question 
were coded (see below) and included in the data analysis. Hence, all transcriptions and non-
transcribed voice recordings, i.e. the entire content of Tables 5.3 and 5.4, were subsequently 
analyzed using ATLAS.ti (the qualitative data analysis tool). 
 
Based on all the written documentation, an elaborate case description was produced which included 
details about the improvement context, the improvement plan, the improvement process, and the 
improvement results both at the corporate level and for each of the business units (see chapter 6). 
The case description was used to supplement and support the political analyses. Overall, the many 
different types of empirical data were used to substantiate and triangulate the findings that emerged 
from the analysis of the audio recordings whenever possible. 
 
In the following subsections, I will describe the steps in the iterative process of coding and 
interpreting the data. 
 

5.2.2.1. Coding 
For the purpose of analyzing the large amount of qualitative data, ATLAS.ti was used. ATLAS.ti is 
one among many software tools for qualitative data analysis, and it was chosen due to my 
familiarity with the tool. One of the advantages of using ATLAS.ti is its ability to code audio files. 
 
Coding an amount of empirical data of this magnitude is non-trivial. Due to the sheer volume of 
data and the complexity of coding according to different political perspectives (the pluralist 
perspective, the rationalist perspective, the interpretive perspective, and the radical perspective), it 
was decided to split the coding process into two. First, I identified all statements of a political 
nature. Second, these statements were analyzed and recoded in accordance with the established data 
analysis guide whereby statements were coded as being either pluralist, rationalist, interpretive, or 
radical in nature. In some instances, statements were coded as expressions of more than one 
political perspective. For the purpose of coding the political content, a data analysis guide was 
established. This guide is shown in Table 5.5. 
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Table 5.5: Data Analysis Guide 
 

Perspective Questions Concepts 

 Pluralist 

 How are conflicting interests 
between involved 
stakeholders expressed and 
negotiated during the 
initiative? 

 How do differences in power 
base between stakeholders 
influence the process and its 
outcomes? 

 Stakeholders 
 Interests 
 Powerbases 
 Conflicts 
 Negotiation 

 Rationalist 

 How are goals expressed and 
data collected and used as 
basis for evaluating options 
during the initiative? 

 How are choices between 
alternative processes and 
outcomes made based on 
legitimate and formal 
authority structures? 

 Goals 
 (data, facts) 
 Authority 
 Value judgments 
 Decision making 

 Interpretive 

 How do actors make sense of 
the initiative based on past 
experience and symbolic 
expressions? 

 How do actors use symbols 
to socially construct the 
process and influence its 
outcomes? 

 Experiences 
 Symbols 
 Sensemaking 
 Social constructions 
 (cultures, values) 

 Radical 

 How are actors influenced 
during the initiative by the 
ideologies and constraints of 
the firm’s environment? 

 How does the resulting 
struggle between opposing 
forces influence the process 
and its outcomes? 

 Ideology 
 Constraints 
 Struggle 
 Oppression 
 (emancipation) 

    
 
The data analysis guide was based on the theoretical definitions of the four political perspectives 
and the case description detailing their practical application, both found in Bradshaw-Camball & 
Murray (1991). The questions and core concepts that encapsulate each of the four perspectives on 
organizational politics were used to guide the coding process. As such, the data analysis guide was 
instrumental in determining the perspective underlying each political statement. 
 
In addition to this data analysis guide, the coding scheme included codes having to do with the 
speaker and the addressee of each political statement. In terms of the speaker, four groups of 
stakeholders (management, SPI management, SPI agent, and implementation project manager)40 
were identified for each of the four business units as well as for corporate services41 and the data 
were coded accordingly. In terms of the addressee, it was determined which of the business units or 
                                                 
40 In the presentation of the case and the case analyses, these codes correspond to the senior VP (or the CEO at the 
corporate level), the implementation manager (or the corporate BPIP manager), the SPI agents (including the roll-out & 
training manager in ISY), and the project managers in each of the business units. 
41 Except there were no implementation projects at the corporate level. 
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corporate services each statement was targeting. Again, in some instances a statement was not 
limited to one of these organizational units. This coding scheme made it possible to select and 
present any type of political statement (the pluralist perspective, the rationalist perspective, the 
interpretive perspective, and the radical perspective), by any group of stakeholders from each of the 
business units (e.g. AES management, AES SPI management, AES SPI agent, or AES 
implementation project manager),42 and having to do with any of the four business units or 
corporate services. The idea behind this coding scheme was to ease and facilitate the subsequent 
analysis by making it possible to sort the empirical data into manageable chunks. The coding 
scheme is presented in Table 5.6. 
 

Table 5.6: Coding Scheme 
 

Business 
unit 

Organizational unit 
(content) Speaker Political perspective 

 CRP43  Content: Corporate 

 Speaker: Corporate management 
 Speaker: Corporate SPI 

management 
 Speaker: Corporate SPI agent 

 AES  Content: AES 

 Speaker: AES management 
 Speaker: AES SPI management 
 Speaker: AES implementation 

management 

 ASY  Content: ASY 

 Speaker: ASY management 
 Speaker: ASY SPI management 
 Speaker: ASY SPI agent 
 Speaker: ASY implementation 

management 

 ISY  Content: ISY 

 Speaker: ISY management 
 Speaker: ISY SPI management 
 Speaker: ISY SPI agent 
 Speaker: ISY implementation 

management 

 RSY  Content: RSY 

 Speaker: RSY management 
 Speaker: RSY SPI management 
 Speaker: RSY implementation 

management 

 The interpretive 
perspective 

 The pluralist 
perspective 

 The radical 
perspective 

 The rationalist 
perspective 

    
 
Table 5.6 shows that the SPI agent speaker group is unique to ASY and ISY (not including 
corporate services). This owes to the fact that all business units were asked to plan the BPIP 
implementation within their own areas themselves, which led to variations in the organization of the 
BPIP implementation across the business units. In ASY and ISY, other employees than the senior 
VP, the implementation manager, and the project managers played important roles in process 
implementation. 
 
Having presented the data analysis guide and the coding scheme and given a brief overview of the 
coding process, I will describe the coding process in greater detail in the remainder of this 
subsection (with special attention to how the data analysis guide and coding scheme were used). 

                                                 
42 Here and henceforward, ‘SPI’ is used when referring to some organizational actors during the case analyses, e.g. 
corporate SPI agent#2. This is done for convenience and ensures correspondence with the codes used in data analysis. 
43 Corporate Services. 
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First, all political statements were identified. To that end, the entire data material was read and 
listened to. In most cases, the audio recordings were played while the transcriptions were read. The 
audio recordings contain greater information richness, but the transcriptions proved easier to code 
(due to the limitations in coding audio files using ATLAS.ti). If a statement addressed any aspect of 
the questions or concepts listed in Table 5.5, it was coded as being political. Furthermore, I decided 
on an inclusive approach, meaning that if in doubt the statement would be selected for future 
evaluation. In addition to coding a number of statements as expressions of organizational politics, a 
comment was attached to each statement describing its political nature, i.e. why the statement was 
seen as political in nature. Second, all quotations were revisited and coded in accordance with the 
coding scheme in Table 5.6. Some quotations were deleted after careful consideration for lack of 
political content. Coding the remaining quotations as expressions of either a pluralist, a rationalist, 
an interpretive, or a radical perspective on organizational politics was done with the help of the data 
analysis guide. However, many quotations did not fit the questions or concepts listed in the data 
analysis guide in a straightforward manner. A judgment had to be made about which concept or 
question the quotation was referring to. Thus, coding the quotations required interpretation on my 
part. In addition to coding the quotations as expressions of particular perspectives on organizational 
politics, a second comment was attached to each quotation elaborating on its political nature, i.e. 
why the quotation was seen as expressing a particular perspective. As mentioned by Miles & 
Huberman, “one way of retaining mindfulness in coding is the marginal remark” (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994: 67). The use of comments forced me to explicate and justify the coding of each 
quotation, thereby increasing intra-coder reliability44 (Miles & Huberman, 1994: 64), i.e. the 
likelihood of me coding the quotations in the same way if I had to do it over again. To verify the 
assumption of intra-coder reliability, one transcribed audio recording was recoded and compared to 
the first coding, and the intra-coder reliability was close to 90% – well above the 80% 
recommended by Miles & Huberman (1994: 64). Some quotations were coded with more than one 
perspective because different meanings could be ascribed to these quotations depending on the 
political lens through which they were viewed. 
 
The coding process was iterative in nature. Following the initial two-step coding process 
(identifying political statements and coding the statements based on the data analysis guide), the 
quotations were divided into groups according to political perspective and business unit. For 
example, all quotations related to pluralist politics (pluralist perspective) in ASY were grouped 
together. For each group, all quotations were revisited for the purpose of determining internal 
consistency and homogeneity. I wanted to make sure that the quotations revolved around the same 
concepts and questions (see Table 5.5). Inconsistencies could be indicative of coding errors. During 
this process, some quotations were recoded, some quotations were deleted for lack of political 
content, and some new quotations were added. Having to clarify the nature of some quotations by 
looking at the context, e.g. what was said before and after the statement(s), new statements surfaced 
that needed coding. 
 
Despite the use of the data analysis guide, the coding scheme, and measures to ensure intra-coder 
reliability (comments and recoding), the coding process was inherently subjective. I wanted, 
however, not only to ensure that my analyses and interpretations were empirically grounded, but 
also to take my personal bias into account. This bias comes from both my participation in the BPIP 
and my research preferences. As emphasized by Miles & Huberman, “what you ‘see’ in a 
                                                 
44 Neither Healy & Perry (2000) nor Riege (2003) discuss the concept of intra-coder reliability or offer an alternative 
quality criteria. However, following Miles & Huberman (1994), I adopt the concept as a means of achieving 
methodological trustworthiness (Healy and Perry, 2000). 
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transcription is inescapably selective. A critical theorist sees different things than a deconstructivist 
or a symbolic interactionist does” (Miles & Huberman, 1994: 56). In order to counteract (not 
eliminate) bias, I decided to enlist the help of another researcher, professor Lars Mathiassen. We 
coded the same data sets for one of the business units (one data set for each of the four perspectives 
on organizational politics) in parallel and discussed our difficulties in coding the data. This process 
of ‘check coding’45 (Miles & Huberman, 1994) brought definitional clarity and confirmed the 
reliability of the coding across coders (researchers). In terms of definitional clarity, our discussions 
and disagreements forced me to state more exactly the definition of each code (leading to the data 
analysis guide being updated) and helped us to arrive at a shared understanding of the four 
perspectives on organizational politics and their manifestations in statements by various BPIP 
stakeholders. In terms of coding reliability, the intercoder reliability was estimated at 80% – well 
above the average 70% mentioned by Miles & Huberman (1994: 64). Confident in the coding 
scheme, the data analysis guide, and my understanding of the four perspectives on organizational 
politics, I revisited the quotations for each of the four political perspectives on each of the 
remaining business units and recoded each of the 12 data sets as needed, based on my learning 
experience from collaborating with professor Lars Mathiassen. Next, I proceeded with the 
interpretation of the coded data. 
 

5.2.2.2. Interpretation 
The interpretation of the coded data was a three-step process: (1) data selection and presentation, (2) 
within-case analysis (i.e. analysis within each business unit), and (3) cross-case analysis (i.e. 
analysis across business units). First, all quotations were sorted and presented by business unit and 
political perspective. Second, a case analysis was developed for each of the four political 
perspectives on the BPIP implementation process and outcome within each business unit. Later a 
synthesis of how politics influenced the process and outcome in each of the four business units was 
established. Third, the impact of organizational politics on process implementation was analyzed 
across business units. In the following, I will describe in detail the iterative process of interpreting 
the data. By tracing the route leading to the interpretation (previously referred to as the chain of 
evidence), the construct validity (see subsection 5.1.1) of the interpretation is substantiated (Mason, 
2002: 191). 
 
The first step of the data interpretation process was data selection and presentation. A table was 
created for each of the four political perspectives on each of the four business units (16 tables in 
total), containing all relevant quotations (though abridged) sorted by person and grouped by 
organizational level (project level, business unit level, and corporate level). The tables precede each 
of the case analyses in chapter 7. The tables were instrumental in providing an overview of all 
quotations as a basis for arriving at a coherent interpretation of the empirical data by comparing, 
contrasting, or linking statements by various stakeholders. 
 
The second step of the data interpretation process was within-case analysis. This step was iterative 
and involved three iterations of data analysis. During the first iteration, professor Lars Mathiassen 
and I interpreted the content of the four tables for one of the business units in collaboration. The 
purpose of collaborating was to ensure methodological trustworthiness of the interpretation, i.e. I 
                                                 
45 ‘Check coding’ is a means of ensuring intercoder reliability a concept that neither Healy & Perry (2000) nor Riege 
(2003) discuss or to which they offer an alternative quality criteria. However, following Miles & Huberman (1994), I 
adopt the concept, and by implication ‘check coding’, as a means of achieving methodological trustworthiness (Healy & 
Perry, 2000). 
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wanted to make sure that others would arrive at similar interpretations if looking at the same data 
sets. In relation to within-case analysis such as this, Eisenhardt emphasizes that, “there is no 
standard format for such analysis” (Eisenhardt, 1989: 540). She stresses, however, that detailed case 
study write-ups, i.e. case analysis descriptions, are typical means of within-case analysis. Such 
write-ups provide familiarity with the cases, allow patterns of each case to emerge, and generate 
insight by coping with large amounts of data. In keeping with this line of reasoning, write-ups of 
one business unit were made collaboratively. In essence, we wrote four case stories – one for each 
perspective on organizational politics. Each story gave an account of the BPIP implementation 
process and the reasons for its outcome. Subsequently, these four stories were synthesized into an 
overall explanation of what happened and why. Our collaborative effort in trying to put into words 
the story behind the business unit’s implementation process and the outcome of this, and telling it 
from each of the four perspectives, was an educational experience. We became very adept at 
describing the same case from competing perspectives based on the data analysis guide (see Table 
5.5) and the descriptions of the four perspectives on organizational politics (see subsections 4.1.1-
4.1.4). During the second iteration, I made write-ups of the 12 remaining stories (four for each of 
the other three business units) based on the preceding experiences. Subsequently, the draft versions 
were extensively reviewed. First, the drafts were read by professor Lars Mathiassen, leading to 
written comments, changes, and additions. Second, the drafts were reviewed orally. The oral 
reviews followed the same pattern: I unfolded the story verbally by relating the content of each 
quotation based on my contextual knowledge, having been present during the meetings and 
interviews. The verbally unfolded story was compared to the written version through attentive 
listening by professor Lars Mathiassen, which led to additional suggestions for modifications that 
were discussed until consensus was reached. The reviews revealed the need for a third round of data 
coding. As information gaps were identified, it was necessary to go through the material once more 
in search of related statements in order to build a coherent story from each of the four political 
perspectives. During this review process, comments and observations were made about the 
explanatory power of each perspective on the BPIP implementation process and its outcome in each 
of the four business units. These observations and comments were captured in notes and provided 
valuable input to the within-case synthesis and cross-case analysis. During the third iteration, I 
performed the within-case synthesis. Four syntheses, one for each business unit, were written. The 
within-case syntheses involved comparisons of explanations from each of the four perspectives on 
organizational politics. The purpose was to determine the explanatory power of each political 
perspective. For this purpose, each case analysis raised the question: What does pluralist politics 
help explain, and what does it not help explain? Analogous questions were asked for each of the 
other three perspectives on organizational politics. These questions served to identify and compare 
the contributions of each of the four political perspectives. The results of these within-case 
comparisons are shown in Tables 7.5, 7.10, 7.15, and 7.20, and they established a firm basis for 
writing the within-case syntheses (see subsections 7.1.5, 7.2.5, 7.3.5, and 7.4.5). 
 
The third step of the data interpretation process was conducting the cross-case analysis. Generally 
speaking, the search for cross-case patterns serves the purpose of forcing researchers to look beyond 
initial impressions in order to avoid premature conclusions. By comparing cases through the use of 
multiple perspectives on data, the contingent validity of the research findings increases (see 
subsection 5.1.1). I followed the approach of listing similarities and differences between pairs of 
cases, for example between ASY and ISY, in order to break simplistic frames and foster 
sophisticated understanding (Eisenhardt, 1989). Similarities and differences between the business 
units were identified following the within-case analysis and this enabled me to create tables of the 
characteristics of the four political patterns (see Table 8.3) and of the empirical evidence of politics 
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across the business units (see Table 8.2). These tables were used in interplay with the cross-case 
analysis to support the pattern matching process. During this pattern matching process, the political 
patterns were compared in order to identify the similarities and differences accounting for variations 
in process innovation behavior and outcomes across business units. 
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6. Case Description 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter describes the Terma-wide Business Process Improvement Project (BPIP) and the 
implementation process and outcome in each of the four participating business units. 
 

CONTENT 
The BPIP was a process innovation project spanning the AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY business units. 
The four business units vary not only in terms of business domain, but also in terms of their 
approach to process implementation and the results that they achieved. The results are puzzling and 
do not conform to expectations. Correlation between BPIP and business unit interests is not a 
proper indicator of implementation impact, let alone implementation success. 
 
 

6.1. Business Process Improvement at Terma 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes the overall plan, process, and results of the BPIP at Terma. 
 

CONTENT 
The BPIP was a process innovation project with the goal of reaching CMMI level 2 in terms of 
organizational maturity. The project was planned in two phases: Process definition and process 
implementation. In contrast to the process definition phase, which was managed at the corporate 
level, each business unit was responsible for planning and executing the process implementation 
phase. Implementation approaches varied across the four business units, and so did the 
implementation results. Only ISY and RSY reached the implementation goal (CMMI level 2 
compliance). 
 
 
In January 2005, Terma initiated an ambitious process innovation project that was quickly dubbed 
the Business Process Improvement Project – or the BPIP for short. The project that ran for almost 
two years targeted CMMI level 2 compliance and involved four out of Terma’s five business units. 
The scope of the project changed several times after project kickoff. At the outset, CMMI level 3 
was set as the end goal. Various opinions regarding both the purpose and the goal of the project 
were voiced on numerous occasions by various stakeholders. One particular question that surfaced 
repeatedly during the project concerned the business value of greater process maturity vis-à-vis the 
marketing value of being able to document this level of process maturity by means of a SCAMPI 
appraisal – the SEI (Software Engineering Institute) sanctioned method for producing CMMI 
maturity ratings (SCAMPI Upgrade Team, 2006a; 2006b). The recurrent question of what Terma 
should try to accomplish through the BPIP and why was a testament to the contentious nature of the 
issue and to the lack of clarity in respect to the project’s objectives. This lack of clarity 
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notwithstanding, a post project-review in December 2006 marked the conclusion of the project 
[7].46 The following subsections describe the project, how it was planned and organized, the actual 
improvement process, and the outcomes of having tried to improve existing practices. 
 
Historically, SPI initiatives have been launched at Terma on more than one occasion. Prior to 2002, 
a couple of locally spurred and narrowly focused efforts saw the light of day, including an attempt 
to establish an object oriented software development procedure and a collaborative effort between 
Terma and Systematic Software Engineering to define and comply with mature (CMM level 3) 
software engineering processes on two joint development projects (FlexCCIS and C-Flex). Then, in 
early 2002, an ISO 15504 (SPICE) initiative was on the drawing board, and preliminary interviews 
were conducted during the spring to ascertain the maturity of existing software engineering 
processes, but the initiative was terminated a few months later that year. In 2003 (and late 2002), 
SPIP – a CMM based SPI project – was outlined. A project charter and a management plan were 
established, and a number of so-called CMM light assessments were orchestrated and conducted by 
external consultants. The project was discontinued in the spring of 2004. At approximately the same 
time, yet another SPI initiative was launched in ISY’s RD&E unit (staff function), providing the 
breeding ground for the BPIP that was in the making in the fall of 2004 and subsequently began in 
January 2005 [8]. Although it begs investigation why the preceding attempts at improving existing 
practices failed to take hold and diffuse, this is beyond the scope of my research. Suffice it to say 
that key participants in these previous SPI efforts have pointed to the lack of management 
commitment as a decisive factor in accounting for the failures. Also, some of the initiatives started 
and stayed at the grass-roots level. Other explanations include the lack of a clear vision, the lack of 
well-defined goals, and failure to understand the time and effort needed to succeed. 
 
When the BPIP was initiated, some – if not all – of these conditions had changed. The BPIP was 
conceived by a senior VP and CTO who possessed the clout and the will to push for corporate-wide 
business process improvements. Since he was nearing retirement age, and the company CEO was 
planning and gradually implementing a generational change in leadership [9], he devoted himself to 
this final project of his. The senior VP had a reputation of being a ‘tough dog’ and his 
accomplishments had over the years earned him both respect and recognition, and he leveraged this 
reputation to push his agenda with the CEO. Rallying corporate management to the cause of 
improving systems development practices is an important factor when trying to understand why the 
BPIP endured. 
 
So, why was the BPIP necessary? Successive corporate BPIP managers have pointed to the 
problems posed by continued schedule variance and increasing accumulated overruns across 
projects as a sufficient reason in itself for striving to improve existing management and 
development practices. Also, so-called ‘project fitness’ assessments performed each quarter by the 
quality assurance unit (staff function) had shown room for improvements within several project 
management related process areas [10]. However, as revealed by the case analysis (see chapter 7), 
different motives and interests were at play in the BPIP, making even the rationale behind the 
project a contentious issue. 
 

                                                 
46 This type of references refers to material on the “Terma References” list. 
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6.1.1. Improvement Plan 
The first part of the BPIP targeted CMMI level 2 and was planned as a project in two phases to 
ensure that gaps between existing process descriptions and the CMMI process requirements were 
determined and discrepancies reconciled (phase 1) before executing an organization-wide 
implementation strategy (phase 2). As part of the groundwork (phase 1), a number of teams would 
be tasked with updating and supplementing core organizational policies and procedures as needed. 
During phase 2, newly improved processes would then be deployed in two stages. First, processes 
would be piloted in selected projects from all the different business units, yielding information 
about any further need for process modification. Second, when apparent stumbling blocks had been 
removed and when all critical problems had been addressed, the new processes would be 
implemented more widely in the organization. Figure 6.1 illustrates the various phases, stages, and 
steps of the BPIP as originally planned [11]. 
 

Figure 6.1: BPIP Phases, Stages, and Steps 
 

    
 

Source: Based on participation in the BPIP. 
 
The figure depicts the BPIP as a process definition phase (phase 1) followed by a process 
implementation phase (phase 2) that is subdivided into two separate stages – a piloting stage (stage 
1) and a company-wide implementation stage (stage 2). To facilitate an overview of the 
orchestration of phase 1 of the BPIP, an organizational diagram (Figure 6.2) is shown below. 
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Figure 6.2: BPIP Organization (Phase 1) 

 

    
 

Source: BPIP Project Organization [12]. 
 
The figure illustrates three levels of organizing: (1) a steering committee, (2) the Business Process 
Improvement Project Group (BPIPG), and (3) Process Area Teams (PATs). 
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The steering committee was responsible for providing visibility, commitment, and resources to the 
project as well as defining the overall project objectives and guidelines. A reference group was 
attached to the steering committee to ensure the involvement of relevant organizational 
stakeholders. 
 
In addition to the corporate BPIP manager, the BPIPG was composed of three groups, each 
supporting the corporate BPIP manager. One group – ‘the architects’ – was responsible for the 
overall process design, seamless process integration across process areas, and measuring project–
by-project process compliance. In this sense, ‘the architects’ supported the PATs (see below) in 
their process definition efforts by identifying interfaces between process areas, by interpreting 
model (i.e. the CMMI) based generic process requirements, and by providing examples of best 
practice in terms of process descriptions. Additionally, they were responsible for developing and 
maintaining a self-assessment tool for the purpose of benchmarking projects against CMMI 
maturity level 2 [13]. A second group – ‘the coordinators’ – was responsible for reviewing the 
output from the PATs based on the recommendations from ‘the architects’. The official raison 
d’être of ‘the coordinators’ was to ensure the utilization of existing company assets and resources in 
improving selected processes [14], but as the corporate BPIP manager once remarked: “The 
coordinators is a seasoned group of people whose aim it is to curb ‘the architects’ who – although a 
group of undeniably intelligent young people – are liable to throw away everything [existing 
processes] and begin from scratch” [15]. Thus, the inclusion of both groups in the project served to 
unite creativity and experience. A third group – ‘the trainers’ – was responsible for conducting 
training sessions at the project level to facilitate an understanding of process changes. The training 
would also ensure a company-wide introduction to both the CMMI induced process changes and the 
maturity model itself, and the sessions would be conducted at an organizational level as well as at 
the project level tailored to specific needs [11]. 
 
A number of so-called PATs – one for each of the seven process areas at CMMI level 2 – were 
tasked with determining Terma’s compliance with the required and expected model components of 
the CMMI.47 Their job was to review and bring up to date the content of the company-wide 
management system (i.e. the TMS) as required.48 Apart from initially drafting new or updating 
existing policies and procedures, the PATs were also responsible for adapting the processes as 
needed, based on the experiences of project managers and others who had to put them into actual 
practice during phase 2. Instead of collecting experience data as a joint effort, each PAT was asked 
to gather information about the practicability of the processes that it was responsible for and revise 
them accordingly [11], [16]. 
 
Turning to phase 2, Figure 6.3 below illustrates how this part of the BPIP was organized. 

                                                 
47 See chapter 2 of the CMMI for Development, Version 1.2 (CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
48 The PATs were made up of members of middle management and domain experts with the intension of bringing 
credibility, visibility, and support to the ongoing work of these teams. Approximately 50 people representing different 
parts of the organization contributed to the PATs. 
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Figure 6.3: BPIP Organization (Phase 2) 

 

    
 

Source: Presentation of BPIP Status and Implementation Plans [17]. 
 
Before commencing the process implementation phase of the BPIP, management decided to 
reorganize the project to emphasize a reorientation in focus. Figure 6.3 illustrates a shifting of 
responsibilities to shared ownership of the BPIP with the participating business units and the wider 
BPIP project as equal partners [17]. In terms of the wider BPIP project, little changed between the 
two phases with the noticeable exception that the PATs were idle most of the time due to their 
responsibilities being limited to process maintenance, i.e. they were only activated when feedback 
from the implementation projects indicated a need for process adjustments. 
 
Stage 1 (implementation pilot) was planned by BPIP management (leaving little discretionary 
power to the business units) as a three-month implementation period that was divided into three 
separate steps – each with a duration of one month. At the outset of step 1, an assessment of each 
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participating project’s degree of process maturity would be performed, serving as a basis for 
continuously monitoring and evaluating the impact of the improvement effort during the three-
month period. As mentioned, the purpose of this part of phase 2 was to pilot the processes 
developed by the PATs during the previous phase of the project (phase 1) in order to evaluate the 
quality of the processes and the material used for training before broad based implementation. To 
help facilitate the BPIP implementation, a coach was assigned to each project. The coaches were 
selected by the business units but trained by the BPIPG to facilitate and coordinate a uniform 
interpretation of the new processes both within and across business units. Thus, the coaches were 
the prime movers and main coordinators during stage 1 of the implementation phase. During step 1, 
the project managers would receive training, including a presentation of changes made to the TMS, 
and in the wake of these training sessions, meetings between the coach, the project manager, and 
the systems engineer (alternatively the requirements manager) would be held to ensure that all 
relevant project plans were updated in accordance with the new process requirements. During step 
2, the project team members would participate in further training sessions focusing on planned 
changes to current practices. Other activities during this step included implementing new 
procedures (e.g. with regard to project status meetings), deploying new project management tools 
(e.g. software), and following up on selected project plans (to ensure progress according to 
schedule). As noted, all activities would be supervised and supported by coaches. During step 3, the 
project manager would meet periodically with the coach to discuss the new work practices and to 
review developed work products. Step 3 of stage 1 would end with new measurements of process 
adherence to verify that the new processes had been put into practice as expected. Also, post-project 
reviews would be held to capture and summarize the experiences gained during the three steps [18], 
[19]. 
 
Contrary to stage 1, the corporate BPIP manager only outlined the scope and timeline for stage 2. It 
was decided that it would be conducive to the success of the project to let the business units assume 
responsibility for driving this part (stage 2) of the implementation phase. Consequently, each 
business unit was asked to submit an implementation plan (management plan). They were given 
great latitude in deciding how the process improvement efforts would go forward in the different 
parts of the organization [20], [21]. Assistance in making these plans was given in various ways. 
For example, a management plan template was prepared for the benefit of the business units [22], 
and a generic process implementation plan was offered to the business units based on an overview 
of the changes that had been made to existing processes within the TMS [23], [24], [25]. 
Additionally, a measurement plan detailing when, how, and which projects would be measured was 
drawn up as a means to drive the BPIP implementation forward [26]. 
 
A questionnaire based self-assessment tool – dubbed the Electronic Based Assessment Tool 
(EBAT) – for measuring each systems development project’s compliance with CMMI level 2 was 
developed at Terma. Web based questionnaires would be made available to both the manager and 
the participants of the systems development projects, and they would be asked to compare 
numerous aspects of current project practices to scenarios that described either CMMI compliant or 
non-compliant processes. Through automated data processing of survey responses, a set of process 
area profiles would be produced for each project documenting the degree of process compliance for 
each process area [174].49 EBAT would be used continually to measure implementation progress 
and process institutionalization [11], [20], [21]. 
 

                                                 
49 The development and use of the tool are documented in Müller et al., 2007a and Müller et al., 2007b. 
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6.1.2. Improvement Process 
In the previous subsection, a rough outline of the plans for Terma’s Business Process Improvement 
Project was presented. In this subsection, a timeline (Figure 6.4) and a chronological account of 
important events are presented. The first project status meeting in January 2005 [27] and the post-
project review in December 2006 [7], [28] marked the starting point and the conclusion of the BPIP 
respectively. Accordingly, the process covered a period of almost two years. The initial planning 
process started during the fall of 2004 though. 
 

Figure 6.4: BPIP Timeline 
 

    
 

Source: Based on participation in the BPIP. 
 
The BPIP was a learning (learn-as-you-go) process that continually shaped and reshaped the project 
over time. This was never more evident than during the months following project kickoff in January 
2005. 
 
At an abstract level, two points need emphasizing. First, a lot of time and energy went into trying to 
agree on the scope of the project. Second, the delegation of responsibilities was at times unclear as 
assignments shifted back and forth between levels within the BPIP organization, e.g. between ‘the 
architects’ and the PATs. One example that serves to illustrate this point is the mapping between the 
Terma (i.e. the TMS) and the CMMI processes. The PATs were assigned the task of making 
process maps linking the TMS policies, procedures, and instructions to the various CMMI model 
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components (policies, goals, practices, and subpractices). Being able to perform a similar mapping 
between elements of the ISO 9001 standard and components of the quality system (TMS) is a 
mandatory part of the ISO 9001 certification process. Therefore, in order not to jeopardize this 
accreditation, it was believed to be of paramount importance to draw up a similar map of the CMMI 
processes. However, as it turned out, the complexity of the task made it necessary to involve ‘the 
architects’ – one of whom was also a quality assurance representative with expertise and experience 
in making such maps [11], [13]. 
 
At a concrete level, the challenge of defining CMMI compliant processes faced by the PATs needs 
elaborating. First, PATs were assembled. The PAT leaders, who were handpicked by the corporate 
BPIP manager, were entrusted the responsibility of selecting their own team members. This was 
deemed desirable – if not necessary – to ensure a broad spectrum of participants from different parts 
of the company and to have opinion leaders and domain experts participate in the PATs. Next, the 
task confronting the newly assembled PATs was estimating the extent of their individual 
assignments and planning the work accordingly. Thus, the PATs had (1) to identify links between 
existing TMS policies and procedures and the CMMI process areas for which they were 
responsible, (2) to perform gap analyses of the discrepancies between the CMMI process 
requirements and existing processes, and (3) to update or restructure existing processes and add new 
ones in order to comply with the CMMI [11]. The time and effort needed for these tasks were in 
several cases underestimated as it proved challenging for many of the participants to think in terms 
of processes, to distinguish between processes at different levels of abstraction (e.g. policies, 
procedures, and instructions), and to interpret the CMMI requirements in the context of Terma’s 
business processes. Especially the generic model components (goals and practices)50 and the 
terminology of the CMMI caused interpretive problems. Thinking about processes in generic terms 
requires power of abstraction, and the PATs spent many hours discussing these, in a sense, general 
process requirements that each team had to observe. Finally, in response to the confusion 
experienced by PAT leaders and members alike, ‘the architects’ took on the task of interpreting the 
generic practices on behalf of all PATs. Consequently, guidelines were formulated to aid the PATs 
in defining processes that complied with the CMMI requirements [29]. Also, coming to grips with 
the CMMI terminology was not without its share of problems. A case in point was the 
Configuration Management PAT’s struggles to understand and explicate the ‘baseline’ and ‘status 
accounting’ concepts. The (CMMI) textbook meaning underlying each of these concepts differs 
from the way in which the same words have been used historically at Terma [30]. It follows that the 
task of describing processes was both arduous and time-consuming. Lastly, the PATs’ efforts to 
define new processes were complicated by the complexity of the TMS. Making changes to the right 
documents, observing the interfaces and interdependencies between the processes, and adding or 
modifying content without jeopardizing the ISO 9001 certification were some of the challenges 
facing the PATs. 
 
In defining new processes, the BPIP seminar in May 2005 was an important milestone. External 
process consultants were hired to evaluate the new process descriptions in the light of their 
experiences from working with the CMMI and other maturity models. They were charged with the 
task of determining whether compliance with the CMMI was achieved and suggesting 
improvements. Besides providing feedback to the PATs, the consultants were also asked to give a 
talk about the lessons learned from working in the industry. Stakeholders at the level of 
management were invited to attend. Hence, the seminar was envisaged as an opportunity to 
                                                 
50 See “Generic Goals and Generic Practices, and the Process Areas” of the CMMI for Development, Version 1.2 
(CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
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highlight certain obligations that existed in different parts and at various levels of the company, to 
explain the conditions that must exist for process innovation success, and to reaffirm management 
commitment to the project [31]. 
 
In evaluating the outcome of the process definition phase, it was evident that some PATs fared 
better than others. Most noticeably, the Requirements Management PAT failed to get off the 
ground. Not until the fall of 2006 when the corporate BPIP manager himself assumed responsibility 
for defining a Requirements Management process did any significant results emerge. The original 
PAT leader resigned his commission at a time when it was evident that he was not up to the task. 
He had been picked as team leader because of his affiliation with business development. It was 
widely believed that inadequate handovers of projects from business development to the project 
organization accounted for many of the problems encountered later in the project life cycle, e.g. 
inadequately defined, documented, and subsequently managed requirements. So, his leaving the 
project was seen as counterproductive to the success of the BPIP. Successive attempts to find his 
replacement failed, and the corporate BPIP manager was forced to take on the mantle himself to 
ensure progress. Similarly, progress within the Measurement and Analysis process area was slow. 
This PAT was spearheaded by the VP of corporate finance and on more than one occasion these 
duties competed for attention with and were given a higher priority than her responsibilities as PAT 
leader. Most noticeably, these obligations included drawing up balance sheets, forecasts, and 
budgets towards the end of the fiscal year – only weeks after the BPIP had been launched. Work by 
these and other PATs was also curbed by a lack of IT tool support. For example, management had 
not decided on a requirements management tool, projects had not begun to use the project 
management software module that had been purchased as part of a larger ERP system, and Terma’s 
data warehouse was lacking a suitable interface. While these issues were eventually resolved during 
phase 2 of the BPIP, efforts within most notably REQM and MA were initially hampered by these 
problems. The reason for this was the need to incorporate IT as an integral part of the processes. 
Some processes needed tool support, but not knowing which systems would be used made 
alignment between processes and IT impossible [36], [37], [38], [56], [57], [58], [164], [165], [166], 
[167], [168], [169], [170], [171], [172]. 
 
In the summer of 2005, leadership of the BPIP was transferred to a second corporate BPIP manager 
as the previous one went on retirement. The two corporate BPIP managers had teamed up in a 
partnership during the spring to make the transition as frictionless as possible in anticipation of this 
change of leadership. However, the second corporate BPIP manager held the reins for only a few 
months before being replaced by a third person. In a corporate communiqué, it was stated that he 
“resigns from the project, and after mutual agreement he retires from his position in order to seek 
new opportunities outside Terma” [32]. Behind the scenes, rumor had it that disagreements between 
the CEO and the corporate BPIP manager were decisive in his leaving the company [33]. 
 
In September 2005, the first implementation pilots (phase 2, stage 1) were launched. Because some 
of the pilot projects were late in starting to use the newly defined and updated processes, the first 
stage of the implementation phase fell behind schedule. As a consequence, when the second, 
company-wide implementation stage began in November as originally planned, few ‘lessons 
learned’ had been documented. Hence, at that point in time, some processes were untested and 
unstable; they were – in lack of a better term – ‘half-baked’. Some documentation was even 
missing. For example, a template for a Work Breakdown Structure that all development projects 
were required to sketch out had not yet been released for use in the TMS [167], [168], [169], [170]. 
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All participating business units were required to submit an implementation plan as the basis for the 
company-wide, second stage of phase 2 of the BPIP. All implementation plans – with one 
noteworthy exception (ISY) – were late. Particularly, two business units, Space (SPD) and 
Technical Support Services (TSS), had fallen significantly behind schedule. Both SPD and TSS had 
been dissociating themselves from the BPIP. SPD was facing comparable process requirements 
known as SPiCE4Space (S4S) due to de facto industry standards imposed by the European Space 
Agency (ESA) – SPD’s primary customer. SPD had been improving selected processes based on 
S4S with the aid of the quality assurance unit (staff function). To avoid a duplication of efforts, 
SPD was instructed to produce a matrix mapping the overlap between the CMMI and the S4S. This 
matrix would then be used as a basis for establishing the maturity of the processes unique to SPD 
and for determining needed improvements as part of the BPIP implementation in SPD [34]. Unlike 
the other business units which were project organizations, TSS51 provided consultancy services, and 
seeing that CMMI level 2 targets projects and project management, it was decided to evaluate the 
applicability of the corresponding TMS processes in TSS and to select a sensible subset for 
implementation in this business unit. It was left to TSS to compile this list of processes [35]. 
However, both the TSS list and the SPD matrix were a long time coming. The original deadline was 
November 1st 2005, but the last implementation plan was not submitted until June 2006. 
 
For their part, AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY chose different implementation approaches [36], [37], 
[38], [39].52 These are described in section 6.2. 
 
Looking at stage 2 of phase 2 from a bird’s eye view, a number of issues emerge across the business 
units [36], [37], [38], [39], [40]. Perhaps most importantly, the corporate BPIP manager’s risk 
assessments during this time period indicated that the BPIP was not a sufficiently high priority in 
the parts of the company that had to implement the new processes. This was revealed by the 
persistently high value (3-4 out of 5) assigned to the likelihood that a “lack of focus in the 
organization” would occur. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
51 Today TSS goes by the name Terma the Netherlands (TNL). 
52 Air Traffic Management (ATM) was an independent business unit up until May 2006 when it was merged with 
Integrated Systems (ISY) as part of ongoing organizational changes [130]. Consequently, ATM will not receive 
separate attention. 
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Figure 6.5: BPIP Risk Assessments 
 

 
    

 
Source: Compiled from the BPIP status reports [36], [37], [38], [39], [40]. 

 
Monthly status reports by the corporate BPIP manager reflected the opinion that the BPIP was not 
receiving due attention at the level of the participating business units. These reports drew attention 
to the fact that more needed to be done by the parties involved. 
 
Figure 6.5 illustrates that the fear of flawed processes being implemented was considerable 
(“implemented processes not as ready as expected”). This comes as no surprise viewed in the light 
of the aforementioned failure to gather information about the applicability of the newly defined 
processes from the piloting stage before company-wide implementation. 
 
The remaining risk items were monitored continuously, but the likelihood of these occurring never 
reached troubling levels.53 While the risk of declining management commitment is self-explanatory, 
the risk of overestimating the (process) maturity of the participating business units needs 
explaining. As previously mentioned, it was decided to evaluate process maturity and 
implementation progress at the project level on a regular basis by using a self-assessment tool. The 
corporate BPIP manager and others were concerned about the inherent risk of misinterpretation 
(e.g. respondents misinterpreting questions) and cheating (e.g. respondents not answering questions 
truthfully) associated with self-evaluations. Such problems could lead to the process maturity of 
projects being overestimated. The question was thus whether the assessment results could be 
trusted. In order to ascertain the reliability and validity54 of the assessment results, a number of 

                                                 
53 The level at which preventive action was deemed necessary. 
54 These concepts are borne out of a positivist research tradition (see subsection 5.1.1), but so are the self-assessment 
tool and the belief in measurements as means to obtain an accurate picture of project maturity. Therefore, the 
assessment results are also evaluated on the basis of positivist quality criteria. 
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interviews and audits55 were conducted in parallel with the self-assessments [41], [42], [43], [44], 
[45], [46], [47], [48], [49], [50], [51], [52], [53], [54], [55]. Satisfied with the outcome of these 
measurements, the likelihood of this risk occurring was lowered (March 2006) and subsequently 
eliminated (April 2006) altogether. 
 
Issues that the risk analysis failed to address, but that presented themselves during stage 2 of the 
implementation phase include: 
 

 Division of responsibilities between projects and other organizational units, i.e. who does 
what. It was unclear whether certain tasks should be handled by the projects themselves or 
other organizational units. An example may help to illustrate this point. One of the generic 
practices (GP 2.5) of the CMMI required a maturity level 2 organization to “train the people 
performing or supporting the process as needed”.56 Terma had acceded to this requirement 
as part of the BPIP, but the newly defined processes were unclear about who had to ensure 
that project participants were receiving adequate training. It was unclear whether it was the 
responsibility of HR, the project manager, or some other organizational entity [58]. To 
remedy this situation, ‘the architects’ were tasked with interpreting the generic practices and 
guiding the PATs and the organizational units affected by the requirements, e.g. HR [29]. 

 Templates and other process supporting documents. While many – though not all – process 
descriptions were in place at the beginning of the implementation phase (phase 2), several 
process supporting documents, e.g. templates such as the data management plan, were still 
in the making. Consequently, many decisions having to do with how abstract processes 
should be translated into practice were left to the implementing projects, making the BPIP 
implementation more demanding on the projects [59], [175]. 

 IT tool support. As previously mentioned not all processes were adequately supported by IT 
tools, which made some processes more labor intensive and administratively cumbersome 
than they would otherwise have been. It is speculated that the overall administrative burden 
increased as a consequence [60], [61], [62]. 

 Approach for handling shared projects transcending the boundaries between business units. 
Some Terma projects were collaborative efforts between several business units, and the 
handling of certain processes in such situations, e.g. project management, was an unresolved 
issue [63], [64]. 

 
All business units had to contend with these and other issues during the implementation phase, 
which may have affected the process if not the outcome. In the next subsection, the focus centers on 
the latter as the process maturity of the participating projects and the business units at different 
points in time is analyzed. 
 

                                                 
55 These audits included Work Product Evaluations (WPEs) that documented whether projects were executed in 
accordance with the TMS. Project managers were divided into small groups with the dual purpose of knowledge sharing 
and mutual performance evaluation. They were asked to jointly determine whether specified processes had been put into 
practice as intended in each project by reviewing the quality of the work products that these processes were expected to 
produce as output or use as input. 
56 See “Generic Goals and Generic Practices, and the Process Areas” of the CMMI for Development, Version 1.2 
(CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
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6.1.3. Improvement Results 
As already mentioned, each participating project’s adherence to the new processes was measured 
through the use of a self-assessment tool. Because a one-to-one relationship between practices and 
processes was not expected (processes are always adapted to and interpreted in relation to the 
circumstances in which they are to be used), it was decided to equate a 75%57 degree of TMS 
process adherence with CMMI level 2 compliance. In the short term (by May 2006), all new 
projects were expected to meet this operational goal, and in the long term, all projects had to be at 
this level of maturity. Figure 6.6 below shows overall assessment results for each of the business 
units from November 2005 to June 2006 (compiled from [65], [66], [67], [68], [69], [70], [71], [72], 
[73], [74], [75], [76], [77], [78], [79]). 
 

Figure 6.658: Measurements Milestone Assessments (BU Level) 
 

    
 

Source: Compiled from [65], [66], [67], [68], [69], [70], [71], [72], [73], [74], [75], [76], [77], [78], [79]. 
 
A number of interesting observations can be made from this figure. First, SPD and TSS (Terma the 
Netherlands) did not participate in the implementation phase. Second, both ATM and AES were late 
in beginning phase 2 (stage 2) of the BPIP [80], [81]. For their part, AES had to be excused from 
participating in the first two rounds of measurements due to internal delays. Because of layoffs and 
organizational changes in AES, the BPIP implementation was on hold for some time and hence no 
measurements were collected for this business unit at measurements milestone 1 and 2 [78]. Third, 
while ISY consistently demonstrated improvements (measured as the degree of CMMI compliance) 
over the course of the BPIP implementation, RSY and ASY showed more erratic development 

                                                 
57 For the purpose of presenting the assessment results, the intricacies of the tool are unimportant. 
58 Please note that the ”T-Mission” project (see Figure 6.7) is included twice owing to the fact that the project was 
relocated from ISY to ASY during the implementation in consequence of organizational restructuring. 
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trends. Fourth, towards the end of the scheduled implementation phase, only ISY and RSY met the 
targeted implementation level (75%). 
 
Although Figure 6.6 depicts the trends at the business unit level adequately, a richer picture of the 
implementation phase can be obtained by looking at the overall results of the individual maturity 
assessments of the participating projects from each business unit. Figure 6.7 illustrates the 
implementation trends at the project level [82], [83], [84], [85], [86], [87], [88], [89], [90], [91], 
[92], [93], [94], [95], [96], [97], [98], [99], [100], [101], [102], [103], [104], [105], [106], [107], 
[108], [109], [110], [111], [112], [113], [114], [115], [116], [117], [118], [119], [120], [121], [122], 
[123], [124], [125], [126], [127], [128], [129]. 
 

Figure 6.7: Measurements Milestone Assessments (Project Level) 
 

    
 
Source: Compiled from [82], [83], [84], [85], [86], [87], [88], [89], [90], [91], [92], [93], [94], [95], [96], [97], [98], 
[99], [100], [101], [102], [103], [104], [105], [106], [107], [108], [109], [110], [111], [112], [113], [114], [115], [116], 
[117], [118], [119], [120], [121], [122], [123], [124], [125], [126], [127], [128], [129]. 
 
Again, a number of interesting observations can be made. First, ASY and ISY account for the bulk 
of the projects that were involved in the implementation phase. Both AES and RSY are represented 
by only three projects each, indicating that the data base used for generating business unit profiles is 
significantly smaller for these two organizations compared with ASY and ISY.59 Second, the 
majority of the projects were assessed only once or twice during this time period. Third, only two 
projects interfere with an otherwise clear picture of fluctuating process adherence, meaning that 
                                                 
59 ATM is only represented by a single project, but because of its eventual merger with ISY [130], it will not be 
commented on separately again. 
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process adherence drops and rises at different times. Fourth, the upward trend experienced by ISY 
during the period is only contrasted by a single project (725 CF Support).60

 

6.2. Business Process Improvement in Four Business Units 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes the context, plan, process, and results of the BPIP implementation in AES, 
ASY, ISY, and RSY. Similarities and differences between the business units are summarized in a 
table. 
 

CONTENT 
AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY are four different business units within the same company. Their business 
domains span aerostructures, aerospace technology, integrated defense systems, and radars, and 
they market their products to either civilian or military customers. In terms of implementation 
plans, they decided on different approaches. ASY and ISY decided to follow the generic 
implementation plan set forth by the BPIPG at the corporate level. AES and RSY decided on a 
‘cookbook’ and a management driven approach, respectively. In relation to the implementation 
process, organizational restructuring led to delays in AES, a fast track project led to downscaling 
of participation in ASY, meetings between stakeholders led to implementation focus in ISY, and 
management priorities led to implementation only in new projects in RSY. In terms of 
implementation results, RSY and ISY reached CMMI level 2 compliance. For their part, ASY failed 
to demonstrate any substantial implementation results, whereas AES demonstrated enhanced 
performance in one project using the implemented processes. 
 
 
In the following subsections, I will describe the context and plan for, as well as the process and 
results of, the BPIP implementation in AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY respectively. Table 6.1 illustrates 
the differences and similarities between the business units in terms of business domain, 
implementation plan, implementation process, and implementation results. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
60 Also note the dampening effect of including the former ATM project (50167 INFO-02) at the level of ISY process 
adherence for the third measurements milestone. 
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Table 6.1: Business Unit Differences and Similarities 
 

 AES ASY ISY RSY 

Business domain 
Aerostructures for 
commercial and 
military customers 

Aerospace 
technology for 
military customers 

Integrated systems 
for military 
customers 

Radar systems for 
civilian customers 

Implementation 
plan 

Process tailoring 
through guidelines, 
checklists, and 
templates 

As suggested by the 
BPIPG 

As suggested by the 
BPIPG 

Management 
driven tailoring to 
suit RSY needs 

Implementation 
process 

Organizational 
restructuring leading 
to implementation 
delays 

Fast track project 
leading to a reduction 
of implementation 
project 

Meetings leading to 
knowledge sharing 
and implementation 
focus 

Implementation 
limited to new 
projects 

Implementation 
results 

Processes improving 
performance 

Implementation 
failure, no substantial 
results 

CMMI level 2 
compliance 

CMMI level 2 
compliance 

    
 
By providing an overview of differences and similarities, Table 6.1 serves as an aid for the reader in 
contrasting and comparing the four business units. 
 

6.2.1. Business Process Improvement in AES 
In the following, the context, plan, process, and results of the improvement process in AES are 
described in turn. 
 

6.2.1.1. Improvement Context 
In 1988, Terma acquired the Per Udsen Co. Aircraft Industry located in Grenaa, whereby the 
foundation stone of the aerostructures business unit was laid. However, since 1969, Terma has been 
the leading Danish supplier of advanced aerostructures. Today, AES designs and manufactures 
aerostructures like roof sections, wing parts, pylons, pods, and engine components for both 
commercial and military aircraft and delivers these parts for further assembly to systems integrators 
known as ‘airframers’. Advanced hardware technologies in the form of cutting-edge composite 
materials are used in the production of these aerostructures. Typical projects are medium sized (½-3 
years), including blueprint (½ year) and development projects (3 years or less). The AES project 
portfolio includes subprojects under the Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program. AES’ current 
involvement includes the development of gun pods, air-to-ground pylons, airframe components, and 
engine components [1], [2], [3], [131]. 
 

6.2.1.2. Improvement Plan 
Like all other business units, AES established a management plan for the implementation of the 
CMMI compliant processes that had been defined in the context of the BPIP. The management plan 
specified which projects were or were not expected to comply with CMMI level 2 by May 2006. 
Whereas all new projects were to adhere to the updated TMS processes, some existing projects were 
deselected for implementation because they were at an advanced stage of the project life cycle, or 
because they were not development projects but part of an ongoing production program. Expected 
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implementation levels for each of the process areas at different milestones were stated for all 
projects as a basis for monitoring and measuring the implementation progress.61

 
The management plan contained an overview of the project organization and the responsibilities 
assigned to various roles. Figure 6.8 depicts the project organization. 
 

Figure 6.8: AES’ BPIP Organization 
 

    
 

Source: AES’ management plan for the BPIP implementation [132]. 
 
In addition to the managers of the participating projects who were ultimately responsible for 
elevating their individual projects, an AES implementation manager (“AES BPIP project manager” 
in Figure 6.8) was assigned to monitor progress, update plans, and report status to relevant 
stakeholders. Also, a generic processes manager62 was appointed to supervise the implementation 
of the generic processes of resource planning, competency management, and management 
involvement.63 The implementation of the generic processes is illustrated in Figure 6.9 (adapted 
from [132]) below, along with the other planned phases of the implementation process in AES. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
61 Based on a proposed implementation sequence (divided into phases called level “A”, “B”, and “C”) that was drawn 
up by ‘the architects’ for each of the seven process areas [23], [24]. 
62 Since the roles of AES implementation manager and generic process manager were assigned to the same person, I 
will henceforth refer to both as the AES implementation manager. 
63 Responsibilities inferred from the ten generic practices (GP 2.1-2.10) at CMMI level 2 were summarized under the 
headings of resource planning, competency management, and management involvement [132]. 
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Figure 6.9: AES’ Project Life-Cycle 
 

    
 

Source: Adapted from AES’ management plan for the BPIP implementation [132]. 
 
Phase i) was to involve only two pilot projects as part of stage 1, phase 2 of the BPIP. As output, 
these projects were supposed to produce guidelines for the wider BPIP implementation (stage 2, 
phase 2), checklists for each process area, and project templates tailored to AES projects.64 
Workshop based training of the project managers to enable them to guide the project participants in 
terms of the new processes was to be the focus of phase ii). Phase iii) was supposed to ensure the 
implementation of the generic practices together with any necessary tracking tools. Phase iv) would 
see the new processes implemented in the remaining projects [132]. As illustrated by the figure, 
several of the phases were to proceed concurrently. Important project milestones are noted in the 
figure. 
 

6.2.1.3. Improvement Process 
As it turned out, the actual implementation process deviated from the original plan. By the middle 
of March 2006, implementation had come to a virtual halt. AES went through an organizational 
restructuring process and a round of layoffs in early 2006. Staff reductions were attributed to a 
lower order intake than expected, costs outweighing revenues, and a need for optimizing operations 
in relation to both existing and future orders, e.g. in the context of JSF. By restructuring the 
organization, AES management was hoping to streamline the organization and increase efficiency 
in order to secure the profitability of current and future activities [133], [134]. However, the 
organizational restructuring created some internal noise and had direct consequences for the 
implementation process [78]. The AES implementation manager was reassigned to a different 
position within the business unit and released from his obligations in relation to the BPIP. 
 
The pilot projects had failed to implement the new processes, and consequently planned 
assessments were canceled [80]. On the other hand, the implementation guidelines were taking 

                                                 
64 Referred to as the cookbook approach in the quintessense of, for example, section 6.2. 
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shape, and even though it had proven to be a time-consuming affair, the guidelines were expected to 
be completed by the end of March 2006. A lot of time was spent on discussing how AES projects 
should adjust to the project management processes of other business units, i.e. how the newly 
defined or updated processes should be tailored to the environment and context of AES. 
Expectations regarding the future value of the guidelines for the projects implementing the 
processes were high. At this point in time, it was estimated that the implementation phase would 
have to continue until mid-June to accomplish the goal of CMMI level 2 compliance [135]. By the 
middle of June, it was determined that to the extent that all new projects would be following the 
established guidelines, AES was living up to the expectations set forth by the BPIP. No unresolved 
problems were identified in relation to the ongoing process implementation [136]. 
 

6.2.1.4. Improvement Results 
The Vxx Roof project – one of the projects that participated in phase 2 of the BPIP – was pointed to 
as an example of successful process application. Vxx Roof was one of two projects that were 
mentioned on Terma’s intranet as success stories [137]. The case story drew attention to the project 
manager’s positive experience of having a good overview of the project and its progress. The fact 
that the project met its deadlines and the budget was also emphasized. Thus, it was reported that “in 
the Vxx Roof project, the non-recurring part of the manufacturing preparations was concluded with 
an approximately 2 percent improvement according to budget”. Moreover, at the June Operational 
Review (quarterly status accounting meetings with corporate management), it was stressed that the 
number of engineering hours spent on the project were within the budgetary limits, and that it was 
the first helicopter roof produced at cost [138]. For an overview of the results of the assessments 
performed in AES, see Figures 6.6 and 6.7. 
 

6.2.2. Business Process Improvement in ASY 
In the following, the context, plan, process, and results of the improvement process in ASY are 
described in turn. 
 

6.2.2.1. Improvement Context 
ASY often portrays itself as a global provider of advanced aerospace technology for fighters, 
transport aircraft, and helicopters. As such, ASY provides integration of defensive aids and systems 
to sustain pilots’ comprehensive battlefield overview. ASY’s core segments comprise Electronic 
Warfare, Intelligence, Surveillance & Reconnaissance, and Audio Systems. Within these segments, 
ASY’s fields of expertise include self-protection for aircraft, airborne tactical reconnaissance 
systems, and 3-D audio warning and active noise reduction systems. Through Terma’s participation 
in international projects like the F-16, combat proven solutions have been installed on more than 
1,600 aircraft worldwide. ASY enjoys long-standing relationships with its military customers, 
including many of the world’s leading airframe manufacturers, systems suppliers, and users. 
Sometimes ASY acts as the prime systems integrator, e.g. when working directly with the Danish 
air force. At other times, the customers are end users or prime systems integrators to whom ASY 
supplies subsystems, products, or services. ASY boasts being at the technological forefront due to 
international business relations that secure access to new ground-breaking technological advances. 
ASY projects are typically medium sized (½-3 years excluding production time) [1], [2], [3]. 
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In 2004, ASY was the driving force behind Terma establishing a permanent sales and support office 
at Warner Robins Air Logistics Center in the state of Georgia, U.S.A. This office was envisioned as 
a subsidiary of Terma A/S, Denmark, and today it is simply known as Terma North America Inc. 
The plan was to incorporate this subsidiary as a U.S. “foreign-owned” corporation, which would 
qualify it to obtain U.S. security clearances whereby Terma would be able to expand its business in 
the U.S. and bid for DoD (Department of Defense) and other contracts that were previously off-
limits due to U.S. national security legislation65 [139], [140], [141]. 
 
It deserves mentioning that the work climate in ASY was at a low during the implementation phase 
(phase 2) of the BPIP. Management responded to this problem by launching an initiative entitled 
“ASY – an attractive place”, with the purpose of uncovering the underlying causes of the negative 
atmosphere that prevailed at that time. On May 10th 2006, a focus group of selected employees held 
a meeting with a work psychologist in order to elicit some of the negative feelings about ASY as a 
workplace to get to the root cause of the poor work climate. Factors that were identified as having a 
demotivating effect on the employees included shifting priorities, constant work pressure, 
discrepancy between strategy and reality, and lack of recognition and appreciation. The initiative 
continued throughout the year to address these problems [142], [143], [144], [145]. 
 

6.2.2.2. Improvement Plan 
Like all the other business units, ASY submitted a management plan for process implementation 
within their organization. The selection of projects to participate in phase 2 of the BPIP was 
governed by three criteria: (1) the rate of completion, (2) the need to involve as many people as 
possible to promote widespread dissemination of knowledge of the updates with respect to the 
TMS, and (3) the desire to ensure coverage of all seven process areas that had been reviewed during 
phase 1 of the BPIP. While eight projects66 were expected to partly implement the new processes, it 
was anticipated that one project67 would fully implement these processes. 
 
By taking a closer look at the project organization (depicted in Figure 6.10), some interesting 
observations regarding the management of the implementation phase in ASY can be made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
65 DOD Directive 5220.22, “National Industrial Security Program (NISP)”, September 27th 2004. 
66 GAF Tornado, ALQ-213 Processor Upgrade (APU), BD C-130H SPS, RDAF F-16 MWS Integration, CSP, EPAF 
EWMS Users Group, ATD, and AAMS. 
67 PEWT. 
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Figure 6.10: ASY’s BPIP Organization 
 

 
    

 
Source: ASY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [146]. 

 
An ASY implementation manager was assigned68 to plan, monitor, and steer the project to 
successful completion. His responsibilities were project planning, budgeting and staffing the 
project, identifying and responding to the need for training among project managers and participants 
to reach the desired maturity level, communicating with both internal and external stakeholders, and 
managing the project on a day-to-day basis, which included taking corrective actions when needed 
to bring the project back on track. In addition, an ASY process group was tasked with interpreting 
the new or updated TMS processes in the context of ASY and establishing any additional process 
descriptions that were considered necessary for CMMI level 2 compliance. Two projects would 
spearhead the implementation phase in ASY as part of stage 1, phase 2 of the BPIP. Roll-out 
managers (project managers of the implementation projects participating in phase 2 of the BPIP) 
were responsible for the implementation within each of the participating projects. Finally, a 
requirements management coordinator was appointed to coordinate the activities related to the 
Requirements Management implementation in ASY with the ongoing process of selecting a 
company-wide software tool to support this process area.69

 
A simple project life cycle model was presented. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
68 Depicted by the box labeled “CMMI Level 2 Project”. 
69 As previously mentioned, the question of tool support for REQM was an unresolved issue for a long period of time 
and extended into phase 2 of the BPIP. 
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Figure 6.11: ASY’s Project Life-Cycle 
 

 
    

 
Source: ASY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [146]. 

 
Start and end dates for the three implementation phases (pilot projects, training, and roll-out) were 
not specified. Instead, a more detailed milestone schedule was provided for each of the participating 
projects. Each schedule stated the expected level of implementation for the seven process areas at 
five different dates during the overall implementation phase.70 All generic processes were expected 
to be implemented by November 25th 2005 (the first milestone), but the management plan did not 
mention how this would be accomplished. What the management plan did include were detailed 
estimates of cost and time needed to complete various project related activities.71 The project was 
estimated at a total of 2,970 man-hours and 920,700 DKK. 
 
Four different risks were mentioned in the management plan. First, the risk of overburdening the 
participants due to resource strains and previous commitments was addressed.72 The contingency 
plan was to ensure commitment through communication and assigning the right people. Also, it was 
decided to evaluate the need for external consultancy services to aid in the BPIP implementation. 
Second, overrun in the participating projects was anticipated due to the learning curve when 
changing existing practices.73 It was decided to reestimate the budget and include extra hours and to 
monitor each project manager according to the new budget. Third, the risk of not enlisting support 
in other parts of the organization, i.e. the Sales & Business Development and the Systems 
Engineering units (staff functions), was emphasized.74 It was decided to include a dedicated 
representative from each of the units to further mutual communication and understanding. Fourth, 
the risk of schedule delays due to the estimated workload of both implementing the new processes 
and honoring existing project related agreements was noted.75 The contingency plan was to 
establish realistic implementation milestones accordingly for each project [146]. 
 

6.2.2.3. Improvement Process 
ASY submitted their management plan for the BPIP implementation on December 2nd 2005. All 
nine participating projects contributed to the planning process by estimating the impact on each of 
the projects. Later that same month, status reporting revealed that the two projects that served as 

                                                 
70 Based on a proposed implementation sequence (divided into phases called level “A”, “B”, and “C”) that was drawn 
up by ’the architects’ for each of the seven process areas [23], [24]. 
71 Activities above 50 man-hours were estimated. 
72 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘4’ on both likelihood and severity of impact. 
73 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘5’ on likelihood and a ‘3’ on severity of impact. 
74 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘3’ on both likelihood and severity of impact. 
75 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘4’ on both likelihood and severity of impact. 
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pilots during stage 1 of the phase 2 implementation in ASY were behind schedule. ASY had 
suddenly been commissioned to equip an aircraft that was being deployed in hostile territory with a 
self-protection system. For strategic reasons, ASY accepted the assignment knowing that the 
ensuing fast track project that was launched to accommodate the needs of the customer would have 
ramifications that would affect other projects within the business unit. As it turned out, the BPIP 
was one of these projects. Except for modest efforts by a few projects to abide by the new 
processes, the two pilot projects and most other BPIP activities were at a standstill. Training 
sessions had been planned for January 2006 though, but no other activities had been scheduled at 
that time [147]. 
 
Not much had changed by March 2006 when the status of the implementation process was once 
again ascertained at the quarterly Operational Review meeting. No evidence was found to support 
more than scant use of the TMS processes. A one-day training session with the project managers 
and participants had been completed. However, a CMMI introduction for the benefit of the Sales & 
Business Development and the Systems Engineering units (staff functions) was canceled. The 
corporate BPIP manager felt compelled to stress the need for time to be set aside if the participating 
projects were to update their existing plans in accordance with the new requirements. Furthermore, 
concern about the projects’ abilities to reach their individual implementation goals given the 
prevailing lack of resources was voiced. The possibility of reducing the number of participating 
projects was mentioned as a means to create more favorable conditions for the remaining projects 
[148]. 
 
By June 2006, ASY had reorganized the implementation plan. The number of projects had been 
reduced from nine to two with positive effects on the progress of these two projects. Even though 
they were found wanting in relation to certain process areas, like Configuration Management (CM) 
and quality assurance (PPQA), the corporate BPIP manager was confident that if the projects could 
keep the momentum, the established goals would be reached by August that same year. Alarmingly, 
there was no indication of the new processes being used by new projects. In fact, the project “P8A” 
was pointed to as an example of the new processes not being put into practice [149]. 
 

6.2.2.4. Improvement Results 
In June 2006, the two ASY pilot projects “BD C-130H” and “AAMS” were assessed and while the 
latter was labeled compliant, the former still had a way to go.76 However, a closer look at the 
assessment results revealed minor non-compliance issues within three process areas (CM, REQM, 
and SAM) in the “AAMS” project [74]. The most interesting point about the measurements is not 
so much what they say as what they do not say. The fact remains that seven of the original nine 
projects that were picked for participation in the process implementation phase in ASY failed to 
produce substantial results, and even more disturbingly, circumstantial evidence pointed to the new 
processes not being used even on new projects. Thus, the impact of the BPIP in ASY was 
negligible, and hence this business unit could not be characterized as CMMI level 2 compliant. 
 

6.2.3. Business Process Improvement in ISY 
In the following, the context, plan, process, and results of the improvement process in ISY are 
described in turn. 

                                                 
76 While “AAMS” was measured at 79% overall process compliance, “BD C-130H” scored 66% [74]. 
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6.2.3.1. Improvement Context 
From a historic perspective, various events have shaped the evolution of ISY, including the 
development of C3 systems for the Standard Flex 300 Danish navy vessels in the 1980s that gave 
rise to a new project department in Taastrup, near Copenhagen. Then in 1997, Terma took over the 
space and defense activities of CRI in Birkeroed, including subsidiaries in Italy, the Netherlands, 
and Germany. This was followed in 2001 by the takeover of the air traffic management activities of 
the CRIMP company. In 2004, Terma brought together all activities in the Copenhagen area in a 
new office in Herlev. With the notable exception of space related business operations, these 
activities comprise ISY today. Until May 2006 when it was merged into ISY, Air Traffic 
Management (ATM) was an independent business unit [130]. Today, ISY activities fall into one of 
four categories: Air Traffic Management, Ground Solutions, Naval Command & Control, and Naval 
Decoy Systems. Air Traffic Management specializes in communication and information systems for 
the management of air traffic and communication between aircraft and control towers. Ground 
Solutions focuses on C3I systems: Integration of sensors, weapons, data links, command posts, 
command centers and sensors as well as air defense (integration of weapons and sensors for air 
defense), tactical communication (integration of tactical capabilities in a secure and robust 
network), and network-enabled solutions. Naval Command & Control develops intelligence 
systems that collect, process, and analyze data from various sensors to provide a human agent with 
relevant information and situational awareness. These systems control weapon and defense systems 
and enable communication with other systems and operational units. Naval Decoy Systems’ area of 
expertise is so-called Soft Kill Weapon Systems that provide ships with self-protection against 
threats from missiles and torpedoes by redirecting the bombs rather than destroying them [1], [2], 
[3]. As is seen from this description of ISY, the systems and solutions provided by this business unit 
primarily target military customers. ISY enjoys long-standing relationships with many of these 
customers. ISY projects are frequently large (2-5), and delivery is often made directly to the end 
users, i.e. the military units themselves. The cornerstone of the technology employed by ISY is 
software and COTS hardware. 
 
A couple of important events during the process implementation phase (phase 2) deserve 
mentioning. In December 2005, Terma secured an order from the Romanian Navy [150] that 
together with other business opportunities, e.g. within so-called Network Based Operations, 
necessitated a number of organizational changes. In January 2006, an attempt to streamline the 
organization to focus solely on its core business was made [151], [152]. Then in May, ATM and 
ISY were integrated into one business unit – the new ISY. ISY’s business strategy was to become a 
principal supplier of solutions within Public Safety & Emergency by providing products and 
systems supporting public safety and surveillance. Knowing that public safety and airport security 
are closely related, and seeing that ATM had managed to obtain an order from the Danish air 
navigation services provider Naviair, it was decided to merge the two business units. Adding 
ATM’s distinctiveness to ISY’s expertise in developing defense systems, the new business unit 
would be able to utilize synergies to offer systems providing situational awareness and overview of 
both military and civilian air traffic [130]. 
 

6.2.3.2. Improvement Plan 
In the management plan, ISY’s desire to act as frontrunner in implementing the newly defined or 
updated processes to comply with CMMI level 2 was declared. Additionally, ISY was the only 
business unit to announce an intent to reach this goal two months in advance of the corporate-wide 
implementation deadline of May 1st 2006. 
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For participation in the ISY CMMI level 2 project, active projects that were less than 85% complete 
were chosen. Seven projects satisfied this criterion, and for each of these projects, the expected 
degree of process implementation was stated (partly, mostly, and fully). Whereas new projects were 
going to implement the processes in full, ongoing projects would focus on those processes that 
would be economically viable to implement given their different stages of completion. Unlike the 
other business units, ISY did not specify a detailed level of implementation, but opted to postpone 
this task. 
 
Figure 6.12 depicts the project organization. 
 

Figure 6.12: ISY’s BPIP Organization 
 

 
    

 
Source: ISY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [153]. 

 
A few comments about the division of roles in the project are in order. First, an ISY implementation 
manager was assigned77 to plan and oversee the project from the beginning to successful 
completion. His responsibilities included project planning, budgeting and staffing the project, 
communicating with both internal and external stakeholders, and managing the project on a day-to-
day basis, e.g. taking corrective actions when needed to bring the project back on track. Second, an 
ISY process group was tasked with interpreting the processes to ensure development and 
coordination of ISY unique processes as needed.78 Third, a roll-out manager79 was “responsible for 
planning and managing the actual implementation of revised TMS procedures in the individual 
projects”. Additionally, she was responsible for overseeing the implementation progress within each 
participating project by performing evaluations against the CMMI level 2 requirements. Her tasks 
also included reporting status to the ISY implementation manager and planning follow-up actions to 
address non-compliance issues. Fourth, a training manager was responsible for planning and 

                                                 
77 Depicted by the box labeled “CMMI Level 2 Project”. 
78 Processes expected to require further development in the context of ISY were estimation (PP), competency 
management (PP), and risk assessment (PP & PMC). 
79 Depicted by the box labeled “Roll-Out”. 
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executing training of management, project managers, and project engineers needed for CMMI level 
2 compliance.80

 
A simple project life cycle model was presented in the management plan (see Figure 6.13). 
 

Figure 6.13: ISY’s Project Life-Cycle 
 

 
    

 
Source: Adapted from ISY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [153]. 

 
The pilot projects correspond to stage 1 of phase 2 of the BPIP. To facilitate an overview of the 
major milestones of the project, dates have been added to the figure. After February 28th 2006, a 
month would be spent resolving any outstanding issues, and all processes were expected to be 
institutionalized by March 31st 2006. 
 
A number of risks were identified, including the level of maturity in the business unit being 
overestimated,81 insufficient focus on implementation within the organization,82 and problematic 
process instantiation in the projects.83 The first two issues were also identified by the corporate 
BPIP manager as risks confronting the implementation in all business units (see subsection 6.1.2). 
The latter concerns the potential difficulties in adapting processes to certain types of projects within 
the business unit. The contingency plan involved re-evaluating the classification of projects and 
reconsidering the time schedule for process implementation. 
 
The project budget encompassed 3000 man-hours (the estimated effort needed to accomplish the 
project’s goal) corresponding to 1,000,000 DKK [153]. 
 

6.2.3.3. Improvement Process 
ISY submitted their implementation plan on time, and each project manager contributed a short 
description of what they were and were not planning to implement in their individual projects. 
 
                                                 
80 Since the roles of roll-out manager and training manager were assigned to the same person, I will henceforth refer to 
both as the ISY roll-out & training manager. 
81 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘2’ on likelihood and a ‘3’ on severity of impact. 
82 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘2’ on likelihood and a ‘4’ on severity of impact. 
83 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘3’ on both likelihood and severity of impact. 
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By December 2005, all participants had been invited to training sessions and most people had 
attended. However, a number of engineers had been tied up in cross-functional work on the 
SCANTER 4000 project – a large development project in the RSY business unit. These people were 
expected to catch up by subsequently joining training sessions in the ASY and ATM business units. 
 
Near the turn of the year only two projects had started process implementation,84 but the process 
maturity of all projects – except one project which had not yet initiated project management 
activities – was on a par with expectations. This owed to the fact that ISY was relying on the 
existing use of TMS within the business unit to reach the specified implementation targets for the 
first couple of measurements milestones [154]. 
 
At this time, weekly meetings between the project managers and the two people assuming overall 
responsibility for the implementation phase in ISY, i.e. the ISY implementation manager and the 
ISY roll-out & training manager, were held. These meetings continued through the fall and 
contributed to maintaining focus and to knowledge and experience being shared among the 
participants. 
 
Even though many of the projects that had started prior to the BPIP implementation phase (phase 2) 
continued to rely on project specific documents and processes – whereby the new templates and 
other innovations were not being used – the implementation was progressing as expected with the 
exception of one project. This project naturally attracted attention, but through a dedicated effort, it 
was raised to the level of the other projects [155]. 
 
In June 2006, the corporate BPIP manager was confident that no additional implementation efforts 
were needed. Instead, a shift in focus from process implementation to process institutionalization, 
i.e. maintaining mature practices, was recommended. Also, the corporate BPIP manager expressed 
his desire to build on the good results by passing on experience that had been gained in ISY to the 
other business units [156]. 
 

6.2.3.4. Improvement Results 
The assessments performed in ISY for the second measurements milestone defined for March 2006 
revealed that the business unit was close to achieving its implementation goal. The overall 
implementation level for the business unit was 72% [71], and when assessments were repeated for 
the third and final measurements milestone, the level of CMMI level 2 compliance had risen by six 
percentage points, i.e. the overall implementation level for the business unit was now 78%, bringing 
ISY above the implementation target. Whereas four out of six measured projects demonstrated even 
higher compliance levels (84%-93%), the results of two projects adversely affected the total score 
[75].85 One of these projects – 50167 INFO-02 – originated in the former ATM business unit, 
which may account for the deviation. Doubts were raised about the reliability of the assessment 
results of the other project. It was suggested that the real picture was in fact more positive. 
 
It should be mentioned that a former ISY flagship project – 9397 T-Mission – was affected by the 
aforementioned organizational changes in ISY whereby it was relocated to ASY. This was the only 
project to consistently show compliance with CMMI level 2. It was also the first BPIP appointed 

                                                 
84 SF300 Support and EMLC-2. 
85 The 725 C-Flex Support and 50167 INFO-02 projects were rated at 64% and 53% respectively. 
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pilot project. Already when the BPIP was in the making, T-Mission was selected as frontrunner and 
guinea pig in terms of putting new, improved processes into practice [157]. ‘The architects’ – one of 
whom was the project manager of T-Mission – designed the processes based on in-depth knowledge 
of the CMMI. This project was later heralded as a model example of process adherence and mature 
practices, and what is more, the project was concluded with a cost overrun of only four percent 
compared to the planned budget [137]. 
 

6.2.4. Business Process Improvement in RSY 
In the following, the context, plan, process, and results of the improvement process in RSY is 
described in turn. 
 

6.2.4.1. Improvement Context 
Terma’s RSY business unit has a long history of providing radar systems for surveillance 
applications, including antennas and transceivers. In fact, as far back as the 1950s, Terma worked 
with radars – the first radar systems being chiefly navigation radars for minor vessels. Today, 
Terma is considered the market leader within the area of surveillance radar systems for naval and 
coastal surveillance (featuring combined air and sea surveillance from land and ships), airport and 
vessel traffic monitoring (e.g. surveillance of harbors, straits, and rivers), and airborne 
environmental surveillance of sea surfaces. RSY stands out from its competitors in its ability to 
detect in any weather what is known as asymmetric threats like small targets, e.g. a raft at sea in 
stormy weather. RSY’s radar capabilities are based on state-of-the–art, pioneering microwave 
technology. RSY is constantly challenging theories of physics and pushing the limits of possibility 
– even to the point where nobody knows for sure whether product development efforts will make or 
break [1], [2], [3]. 
 
RSY consists of two major business segments, namely Ground Based Radar Programmes and Naval 
& Airborne Radars, that market their products to a mainly civilian customer base. However, a few 
military customers (navy) are also among the buyers. Generally, RSY delivers its products to 
systems integrators or – in case of military customers – directly to the particular defense units. 
Typical RSY projects are either small (~ ½ year) or medium sized (less than 3 years) depending on 
the nature of the project, e.g. customer requested modifications or adjustments to antennas versus 
product development. 
 
During the time of the BPIP, considerable internal resources were spent on the development of the 
next generation of radar systems, known as SCANTER 4000/4100. The project was launched in 
2002 and continued through 2007 with 20-35 people being involved at various times. Originally, 
the project included the development of a land based system for SMK – the Danish Naval Material 
Command – but the scope of the project widened subsequently. The project became an integral part 
of a strategic transition from project to product development. Instead of selling projects, RSY 
wanted to sell off-the-shelf products that could be configured to individual customers’ needs, and 
SCANTER 4000/4100 marked this transition [158]. 
 

6.2.4.2. Improvement Plan 
Even though RSY submitted a management plan covering the process implementation phase (phase 
2) for the business unit, it was all but clear which projects were expected to participate and what the 
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extent of this participation would be. Interestingly, the project description read that “the project will 
be executed as a management task to analyze existing processes, identify gaps to CMMI Level 2 
compliant processes followed by tailoring of generic Terma procedures to fit RSY specific needs”. 
It follows that RSY wanted more than to simply implement the new processes ‘as is’. They wanted 
to determine whether or not to use the processes at all, and at the very least they wanted to tailor the 
processes to their needs. As for the selection of projects, RSY announced that it would be decided 
prior to each measurements milestone which projects would be assessed. Initially, three projects 
were chosen – one from each of the following three organizational units: Ground Based Radar 
Programmes, Naval & Airborne Radars, and Product Development. The projects residing in these 
three departments were found to differ in terms of a number of key characteristics, e.g. scope, 
duration, and project life cycle. Consequently, RSY singled out one project from each of these units 
to participate in the measurements. These projects would then act as yardsticks or indicators of the 
overall implementation progress within the business unit. 
 
Figure 6.14 depicts the project organization. 
 

Figure 6.14: RSY’s BPIP Organization 
 

 
    

 
Source: RSY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [159]. 

 
The interesting point about the project organization is the prominent role that the RSY management 
team was supposed to play. This team was to analyze existing processes and identify the need for 
new ones (essentially what phase 1 of the BPIP accomplished at the corporate level), including 
relevant instructions tailored to RSY’s needs. Hence, this organization perceived the BPIP 
implementation as a managerial task. 
 
A simple project life cycle model was presented. 
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Figure 6.15: RSY’s Project Life-Cycle 
 

 
    

 
Source: RSY’s management plan for the BPIP implementation [159]. 

 
Training sessions were organized for two groups of employees: A general information session was 
to involve all RSY employees whereas an introduction to the changes to the project management 
processes would be offered to a select group of 15 people. Tailoring involved the adaptation of the 
new processes to RSY specific needs and this part of the implementation process would partly 
overlap the roll-out itself. Even though no concrete dates were attached to the phases in Figure 6.15, 
implementation milestones were specified for each of the process areas and the three departments. 
All process areas were intended to be implemented by April 30th 2006, while the generic processes 
were to be put into practice by December 22nd 2005. 
 
Four risks threatening the implementation were identified. Three of these were potential resource 
prioritization conflicts within the three departments. In the Product Development department, the 
SCANTER 4000/4100 project would be competing for attention, and no secret was made of the fact 
that this project would be prioritized at the expense of the BPIP in case of conflicting demands due 
to the strategic importance attached to the SCANTER 4000/4100 product development.86 Owing to 
the interdependencies between product development and the SCANTER 4100 UK OPV project in 
the Naval & Airborne Radars department, the latter would also here receive a higher priority than 
the BPIP.87 In the Ground Based Radar Programmes department, new business opportunities were 
foreseen, and because RSY management considered “responsiveness and proven ‘on-schedule 
project execution’ to be vital competitive parameters”, priority would be given to the customer 
projects in case of resource conflicts.88 In all three cases, the implementation of new processes 
would be postponed, impacting the completion date (April 30th 2006). Finally, the risk of the 
existing level of process maturity being overestimated was mentioned.89 RSY management voiced 
the opinion that the business unit’s level of maturity was already high, making alignment with new 
process requirements a relatively easy task. If the scheduled assessments painted a conflicting 
picture, the implementation plan would have to be re-evaluated. 
 
The total project budget encompassed 1,001 man-hours equaling 343,500 DKK. These expenses 
were spread out across the previously mentioned life cycle phases and various activities associated 
with project management and assessments [159]. 
 

                                                 
86 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘4’ on likelihood and a ‘3’ on severity of impact. 
87 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘4’ on likelihood and a ‘3’ on severity of impact. 
88 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘3’ on both likelihood and severity of impact. 
89 On a scale from 0 to 5, the risk scored a ‘2’ on likelihood and a ‘4’ on severity of impact. 
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6.2.4.3. Improvement Process 
Subsequent to RSY submitting their implementation plan, a few concerns regarding the proposed 
approach were hinted at by the corporate BPIP manager. Foremost, the predominant focus on 
managerial responsibilities made it difficult to identify any contribution on the part of the 
employees to the planning process. Seeing that the RSY management team was tasked with 
tailoring the new processes and instructing the employees about how to put them into practice, 
active employee involvement in the BPIP implementation was made invisible. It is also worth 
noticing two comments by the corporate BPIP manager in response to the implementation plan. 
First, the rationale behind widespread tailoring of the new processes was questioned. Product 
development projects were likened to other development projects at Terma and the generic TMS 
procedures were seen as applicable also to the projects in the RSY Product Development 
department. Second, since only new projects would be targeted for process implementation, a large 
number of employees working on existing projects, e.g. the SCANTER 4000/4100 project in the 
Product Development department, would not be affected by the process changes, which would 
challenge short-term process institutionalization [160], [161]. 
 
In March 2006, assessments of the aforementioned three projects showed slow implementation 
progress (measurements milestone 2). Ground Based Radar Programmes demonstrated positive 
results that were indicative of all the time that had been spent on establishing a detailed description 
of how projects would be run in the future. The assessment results for the two other departments 
were disappointing. A very poor result for the naval project prompted a call for training directed at 
this type of projects. Additionally, it was decided to investigate whether the assessment result was 
in fact a fair representation of the project. The product development project fared worse than 
expected. Little had changed since the first measurements (milestone 1) in terms of process 
deployment. Remedial actions to improve upon the situation included two-day training sessions for 
project managers and systems engineers. Overall, the pace of the implementation process was slow, 
giving cause for concern. This was believed to be attributable in part to the fact that the new 
processes were only implemented in new projects, which would generally have a negative impact 
on the diffusion of improvements [162]. 
 
In the period from March to June 2006, RSY stepped up the implementation pace. The training 
session for project managers and systems engineers was completed, leaving the corporate BPIP 
manager – who acted as instructor – with the feeling that the training had had a significant impact. 
Other training sessions were still pending. Progress was made to the point where only minor 
adjustments were deemed necessary to achieve the implementation target [163]. 
 

6.2.4.4. Improvement Results 
On June 23rd 2006 an implementation report for RSY was released. The report documented the 
results of recently performed assessments (measurements milestone 3). Two of the three projects 
(see Figure 6.7) that participated in the measurements had reached the planned level while the third 
project was as close to achieving the goal as possible.90 Taking a closer look at each project’s level 
of compliance within each of the process areas revealed some needed improvements. Inadequate 
quality assurance (PPQA) practices were identified in two of the projects, so evidently there was 

                                                 
90 The goal was 75% CMMI level 2 compliance and the project scored 74%. 
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still room for improvement.91 Impressively, the third project was found fully compliant with the 
CMMI level 2 process requirements [163].92

 

6.3. Improvement Puzzle 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes the research puzzle associated with the implementation results. 
 

CONTENT 
Generally speaking, the puzzle is the apparent lack of correlation between alignment of interests 
and implementation impact. Specifically, the puzzle is, on the one hand, a weak BPIP impact 
despite alignment between BPIP and business unit interests (ASY) and, on the other hand, strong 
BPIP impact despite misalignment between BPIP and business unit interests (AES). 
 
 
In the previous sections, I have accounted for the background, organization, process, and outcome 
of the BPIP both at the corporate level and within each of the four participating business units. 
Looking at the impact of the BPIP on each of the business units, an interesting and surprising 
pattern emerges when considering the alignment or misalignment between the BPIP goals93 and the 
business strategies of the business units. 
 

Table 6.2: Alignment and Impact of the BPIP 
 

 
                    Alignment
Impact 
 

High Low 

 
Strong 

 
ISY AES 

 
Weak 

 
ASY RSY 

    
 

                                                 
91 SRS DK IF and HCP Antenna. 
92 VTS Portugal. 
93 As previously mentioned, the goal of the BPIP was a topic of continuous discussion. The primary goal (as defined in 
the BPIP management plan [11]) was, however, to improve systems development and management practices to the 
degree of CMMI level 2 compliance. Yet, in itself this goal consists of a number of independent goals: To comply with 
the CMMI, to improve practices within process areas related to project management (CMMI level 2), and to ensure a 
measure of process standardization across projects. Therefore, I will refer to the BPIP goals in the plural in the 
following. 
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Whereas alignment indicates convergence between BPIP and business unit interests, impact 
indicates whether the BPIP has had a significant effect on systems development practices within a 
business unit. In the literature, at least four criteria for impact are found: 

1. An improvement in terms of process compliance: The CMMI and similar maturity models 
are based on the Deming Cycle, i.e. an iterative plan-do-check-act process (Deming, 1986; 
McFeeley, 1996; CMMI Product Team, 2006). A gap analysis is performed to compare 
existing practices to best practice and to identify gaps. Gaps are rectified by planning and 
implementing process changes. Improvements are measured and documented. As a result, 
the degree of process compliance, i.e. compliance with best practice, is expected to increase 
over the course of a process innovation project like the BPIP. 

2. An improvement in terms of process maturity: The CMMI and similar maturity models 
distinguish between varying levels of process and organizational maturity (CMMI Product 
Team, 2006) – the higher the maturity, the better, i.e. a process innovation project like the 
BPIP is expected to lead to an increase in process and organizational maturity (Rose et al., 
2008). 

3. Institutionalization: The CMMI model distinguishes between the performance and 
institutionalization of mature processes (CMMI Product Team, 2006). Institutionalization 
has been accomplished when mature processes are part of normal practice and performed 
repeatedly, even under pressure. 

4. An improvement in terms of process performance: The CMMI and similar maturity models 
are based on the premise that an increase in process quality leads to an increase in product 
quality (Aaen & Pries-Heje, 2004) and that an increase in process quality leads to 
performance improvements (Rico, 2004; Herbsleb et al., 1994; Goldenson & Herbsleb, 
1995; Goldenson & Gibson, 2003; Gibson et al., 2006). 

 
It has been decided to equate strong impact with adherence to at least three of the four criteria. 
 
Contrary to expectations, a high degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the business 
strategies of the business units does not in itself translate into a strong impact on systems 
development practices within these business units. Although alignment is, intuitively, a good 
starting point when implementing process innovations, I am forced to conclude that alignment is 
neither sufficient to ensure nor a prerequisite for making an impact. On the one hand, the impact on 
AES was strong despite a low degree of alignment; on the other hand, the impact on ASY was weak 
despite a high degree of alignment. 
 
The degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the AES business strategy was low, yet the 
impact was strong. As previously mentioned, AES is a supplier of aerostructures, and within the 
aerospace industry (AES’ customer base) the CMMI model (CMMI level 2 being the primary goal 
of the BPIP) is not in demand, i.e. it is not used as a benchmarking tool for comparing and selecting 
suppliers. The degree of alignment was, therefore, low. Looking at impact, AES satisfied three of 
the four criteria. AES was able to demonstrate an improvement in terms of process compliance. 
Although AES only participated in the third round of measurements, the assessment results showed 
improvements compared to trial assessments in March 2006 [176], [177], [178].94 AES was, 
however, not able to demonstrate an improvement in terms of process maturity. The business unit 
was late in putting the new processes into practice, and assessments at the third measurements 
                                                 
94 When the three implementation projects participating in the BPIP (Vxx Roof, Magasin, and ESSM) were measured in 
March 2006, they were found to be 73%, 62%, and 60% compliant with CMMI level 2. At the third measurements 
milestone, these numbers had risen to 75%, 68%, and 63% respectively. 
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milestone showed AES falling short of the 75% implementation goal (the overall implementation 
level for the business unit was 69%). Consequently, AES was still at CMMI level 1 at the 
implementation deadline. Despite its relative immaturity, AES had succeeded in institutionalizing 
the new processes that had already been implemented. Indications were that the new processes were 
being put into practice in new projects, i.e. were becoming part of normal practice [60], [63], [64]. 
Moreover, in his final AES status report in June 2006, the corporate BPIP manager concluded that 
no unresolved issues remained in AES except maintaining their ‘cookbook’ (nickname for the AES 
implementation guide, including checklists and templates, which was established for the purpose of 
facilitating the subsequent broad based BPIP implementation). Finally, AES was able to 
demonstrate an improvement in terms of process performance. Thanks to the new processes, the 
Vxx Roof project was a success. In fact, it was the first project of its kind to stay within budget. In 
conclusion, the impact of the BPIP on AES was strong. 
 
The degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the ASY business strategy was (at first 
glance) high, yet the impact was weak. As previously mentioned, ASY is a provider of aerospace 
technology, and within the military industry (ASY’s customer base), the CMMI model is in high 
demand, i.e. it is used as a benchmarking tool for comparing and selecting suppliers. The degree of 
alignment was, therefore, high. Looking at impact, AES satisfied none of the four criteria. AES was 
not able to demonstrate a consistent improvement in terms of process compliance over the course of 
the BPIP. Process compliance dropped from the first to the second measurements milestone (from 
78% to 64%), and although it rose at the third milestone (73%), there was – looking at the numbers 
– no discernible improvement over the entire implementation period. In fact, compared to the first 
assessments (showing 78% process compliance), the result at the last measurements milestone was 
worse (73%). AES was also not able to show an improvement in terms of process maturity. ASY 
fell short of the 75% implementation goal (the overall implementation level for the business unit 
was 73% at the third measurements milestone). Consequently, ASY was still at CMMI level 1 at the 
implementation deadline. In addition, ASY had not succeeded in institutionalizing the new 
processes. Indications were that the new processes were not being put into practice in new projects 
[59], [179] as stipulated in the ASY implementation plan [146]. Finally, ASY was not able to 
demonstrate an improvement in terms of process performance.95 In conclusion, the impact of the 
BPIP on ASY was weak. 
 
The degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the ISY business strategy was high and the 
impact was strong. As previously mentioned, ISY is a provider of mainly defensive systems, and 
ISY’s military customer base attaches great value to the CMMI model and expects industry players 
to comply with it. The degree of alignment was, therefore, high. Looking at impact, ISY satisfied all 
four criteria. ISY was able to demonstrate a consistent improvement in terms of process compliance 
over the course of the BPIP. Process compliance rose from 62% to 72% between measurements 
milestones 1 and 2, and from 72% to 78% between measurements milestones 2 and 3. ISY was also 
able to show an improvement in terms of process maturity. At the third measurements milestone, 
ISY exceeded the 75% implementation goal (the overall implementation level for the business unit 
was 78%). Consequently, ISY had reached CMMI level 2 at the implementation deadline. 
Moreover, ISY had succeeded in institutionalizing the new processes. Indications were that new 
practices had been instituted to the point of becoming routines. The use of these practices was not 
limited to the implementation projects, but was picked up by all projects at the department level 
[61], [62], [180], [181]. Finally, ISY was able to demonstrate an improvement in terms of process 
                                                 
95 The T-Mission project which was able to demonstrate a benefit of more mature processes was relocated from ISY to 
ASY during the BPIP and is for the purpose of discussing process performance counted as an ISY project. 
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performance. The T-Mission project was able to reduce budget overrun to 4%, which stands in 
contrast to the expected overrun at Terma of more than 30% in total for 2005-2006 [182], [183], 
[184], [185], [186]. In conclusion, the impact of the BPIP on ISY was strong. 
 
The degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the RSY business strategy was low and the 
impact was weak. As previously mentioned, RSY is a supplier of radar systems, and RSY’s civilian 
customer base is not interested in the CMMI model and does not use it for benchmarking purposes 
or otherwise. The degree of alignment was, therefore, low. Looking at impact, RSY satisfied none 
of the four criteria. RSY was not able to demonstrate a consistent improvement in terms of process 
compliance over the course of the BPIP. Process compliance dropped from the first to the second 
measurements milestone (from 80% to 65%), and although it rose at the third measurements 
milestone (77%), there was – looking at the numbers – no discernible improvement over the entire 
implementation period. In fact, compared to the first assessments (showing 80% process 
compliance), the result at the last measurements milestone was worse (77%). RSY was also not able 
to show an improvement in terms of process maturity. The BPIP was based on the premise that all 
business units were operating at CMMI level 1. However, the measurements suggest that RSY was 
in fact operating at CMMI level 2 (RSY was already above the 75% implementation goal), and this 
picture did not change over the course of the BPIP despite the 3 percentage point drop in process 
compliance between measurements milestones 1 and 3. In addition, RSY had not succeeded in 
institutionalizing the new processes. Indications were that only the processes considered to be of 
value to each project were put into practice [187], [188]. Finally, RSY was not able to demonstrate 
an improvement in terms of process performance. No examples exist. In conclusion, the impact of 
the BPIP on RSY was weak. 
 
In summary, we are left with a puzzling result when comparing alignment and impact. Why was the 
impact of the BPIP on ASY weak, although the BPIP goals were well-aligned with the ASY 
strategy? And why was the impact of the BPIP on AES strong despite the misalignment between 
goals and strategy? These are just some of the interesting questions raised by Table 6.2. In the 
following case analyses, I turn to political perspective in search of answers, including an answer to 
the research question: “How can variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior be 
explained and managed through organizational politics?”. 
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7. Case Analysis 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter presents four political analyses of the BPIP implementation process and outcome for 
each of the four business units participating in the process innovation project. In addition, a 
synthesis of the four analyses is offered for each business unit. 
 

CONTENT 
All four political perspectives contribute, though in varying degrees, to the explanation of the 
implementation processes and outcomes in AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY. The four political perspectives 
vary in explanatory power across the business units. In AES, the rationalist and interpretive 
perspectives offer, respectively, the primary and secondary explanations of the process and 
outcome. In ASY the same is true for the pluralist and radical perspectives, in ISY the radical and 
rationalist perspectives, and in RSY the interpretive and pluralist perspectives. 
 
 
The BPIP implementation process and outcome in each of the four business units are analyzed from 
the four perspectives on organizational politics in turn, yielding 16 case analyses. The case analyses 
follow the same structure. First, each analysis is preceded by a table containing the quotations that 
form the basis of the analysis.96 This table provides an overview of the empirical data used for the 
analysis and enables the reader to compare, contrast, and link statements by various stakeholders. 
Second, the contribution of each actor to an interpretation from the political perspective in question 
is described in turn. For the sake of presentation, the analysis is not only sorted by person (e.g. the 
CEO, the corporate BPIP manager, etc.) but also grouped by organizational level (project level, 
business unit level, and corporate level). Third, each analysis is summarized in a ‘results’ 
subsection, and the four analyses are synthesized in a ‘within-case synthesis’ subsection. In the 
‘results’ subsection, the analysis is summarized across people and organizational levels. In the 
‘within-case synthesis’ subsection, emphasis is on the contribution of each perspective in explaining 
the BPIP implementation process and outcome, i.e. what each perspective does and does not help 
explain. This allows for a comparison of the explanatory power of the four perspectives. 
 
Both the ‘results’ and ‘within-case synthesis’ subsections may be read independently of the 
preceding parts of the analysis. Thus, the reader has the option of reading the entire chapter (chapter 
7) or alternatively just the syntheses and the ‘results’ subsections, without going into the details of 
the entire case analyses. 
 
The case analyses are elaborate with a high level of detail, corresponding to the concept of “thick 
descriptions”97 (Geertz, 1973) advocated by e.g. Walsham (1995). Thus, they help ensure ‘construct 
                                                 
96 In the tables, each quotation has an ATLAS.ti reference, i.e. the reference used by ATLAS.ti to identify the quotation 
in the data material. For example, {1:2} refers to quotation number 2 in file number 1. Appendix H contains a matrix 
linking the ATLAS.ti references to the material on the reference list “Terma References”. 
97 The researcher is faced with the challenge of understanding complex social structures and rendering them intelligible 
to others (Walsham, 1995). Says Geertz: “It is not against a body of uninterpreted data, radically thinned descriptions, 
that we must measure the cogency of our explications, but against the power of the scientific imagination to bring us 
into touch with the lives of strangers” (Geetz, 1973: 16). “Thick descriptions” are the means by which this is possible. 
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validity’, i.e. they demonstrate that the interpretation of data is logical and coherent and that the 
conclusions are reasonable (Healy & Perry, 2000; Riege, 2003). By including as many details and 
nuances as possible, the reader is better able to draw his or her own conclusions. 
 
The within-case syntheses focus on the contributions of each political perspective. Emphasis is on 
both the elements that each perspective helps explain and those that it does not help explain. The 
purpose of this distinction is to clarify how the four perspectives complement each other. In 
addition, each synthesis explicates the explanatory power of each perspective for each case by 
identifying the primary and secondary explanations of the BPIP implementation process and 
outcome. The purpose of this ranking is to show that some perspectives contribute more than others 
to the overall explanation of process and outcome. Some perspectives offer coherent explanations 
by themselves, whereas others do not. These syntheses go a long way towards answering the 
research question, i.e. how can variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior be 
explained and managed through organizational politics? In chapter 8, the cross-case synthesis 
addresses this question more directly. 
 

7.1. AES 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents four political analyses of the BPIP implementation process and outcome in 
AES. The section concludes with a synthesis of the four analyses. 
 

CONTENT 
In terms of explanatory power, the rationalist and interpretive perspectives are primary and 
secondary, respectively, though all four perspectives contribute to an explanation of the 
implementation process and outcome. The rationalist perspective helps explain the BPIP support, 
the implementation approach, the implementation process, and the end result. The interpretive 
perspective helps explain why and how the BPIP came to be seen as a solution to existing problems. 
Moreover, the four perspectives help explain the strong impact of the BPIP on AES despite a low 
degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the AES business strategy. In terms of alignment, 
the interpretive perspective helps explain the convergence of BPIP and AES interests, and the 
radical perspective helps explain the support for the CMMI as the chosen management tool for 
solving existing problems. In terms of impact, the rationalist perspective helps explain the 
development of the AES ‘cookbook’ (an implementation guide), and the pluralist perspective helps 
explain the implementation delays. 
 
 

7.1.1. Pluralist Process Politics in AES 
Table 7.1 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of pluralist politics in the 
BPIP implementation in AES. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
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Table 7.1: Data on Pluralist Politics in AES 
 

AES project level AES unit level Corporate level 
 

AES PM#198

 Implementation easier in 
production vs. development 
projects {6:1} 

 Implementation immense → 
BPIP not prioritized {6:3} 

 Lack of IT support {6:4} 
 No sparring partners → lessons 

learned not incorporated {6:6} 
 Generic templates unsuitable 

{6:7} 
 One-man army, sidetracked 

{6:8} 
 Lack of guidance {6:12} 

 
AES PM#2 

 Processes unsuitable for 
production {10:1} 

 Cookbook ⇔ negotiation of 
interests → delays {10:5} 

 Heterogeneity → generic 
templates not applicable {10:7} 

 No production template {10:10} 
 Lack of time → frustration 

{10:11}, {10:17} 
 BPIP = corporate dictate 

{10:13} 
 No value → annoyance {10:14} 
 Implementation forced through 

{10:18} 
 Message not conveyed, 

management dictate → dirty 
work by project managers 
{10:20} 

 
AES PM#3 

 Generic processes and AES 
approach sensible {23:2} 

 Cookbook adaptations to 
blueprint possible {23:4} 

 Young vs. old project manager 
conflict {23:7} 

 Standardization inhibits 
creativity {23:8} 

 Old technicians opposed 
{23:11} 

 Procurement falls short {23:20}, 
{23:21} 

 
AES senior VP 

 Funding conflict {45:8}, 
{45:11} 

 Expediters (project manager 
type) need retraining {45:10} 

 Funding unresolved → scope 
change {45:14} 

 Process misalignment: AES vs. 
special programs {45:16} 

 Corporate demand used as 
forcible means {45:17} 

 
AES implementation manager 

 No push from middle 
management vs. self-interest of 
PM#1 & PM#2 {17:11} 

 AES senior VP as driver & 
enforcer {17:12} 

 Pull by implementation 
responsible persons not project 
owner {17:13} 

 Contradiction: standardization 
vs. BU differences {17:19} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Layoffs + organizational 
changes → BPIP standstill 
{5:5} 

 PM#3 + AES senior VP as 
supporters vs. all others {29:20} 

 Lack of creativity → PM#2 
removal {36:12} 

    
 

                                                 
98 PM is short for project manager. 
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7.1.1.1. AES Project Level 
According to AES PM#1, the implementation was a huge undertaking and he was compelled to 
prioritize between tasks. He identified several points of conflict in the implementation. First, the 
inability of the company’s ERP system to support certain implementation tasks, e.g. establishing a 
project schedule, resulted in hours of work being wasted on trying to enter all relevant data into the 
system. Second, the new corporate processes were misaligned with project interests and required 
adjustment. Lack of support and involvement left him feeling sidetracked and alone. The potential 
for conflict, however, remained dormant. Said AES PM#1: “Configuration Management is one area 
where I really screwed up. The general opinion is that [the template] is difficult to understand. I 
found it difficult to understand its structure … however, I would say that doing these things makes 
sense. It motivates me instead of making me think that it is the invention of some lunatic. I can see 
it is helping the project. Therefore, it is something I have personally pushed through” {6:7}. 
 
From AES PM#2’s perspective, the implementation process was chaotic and delayed due to 
negotiation of different interests. He expressed the conflict of being forced to use generic templates 
unsuitable for production and frustration from the lack of time for implementation. In his eyes, the 
BPIP was an ill-conceived and badly communicated corporate idea that had no value and was only 
implemented because arms were twisted. The fact that processes were implemented showed that the 
conflict did not manifest itself in actual opposition. Said AES PM#2: “One of the things that 
irritates many people out here is the fact that we cannot see the value in all this {10:14} … It is fair 
to say that we were [forced]. Out here it is my boss. He is immediately under [John]99 who has the 
whip hand” {10:18}. 
 
In the opinion of AES PM#3, both the purpose of the BPIP and the expectations of the 
implementation projects were fairly clear. He also described the new corporate processes as 
reasonably usable across project types, which is in contrast to the opinions of AES PM#1 and 
PM#2. The usability of the processes notwithstanding, not all project managers saw value in the 
BPIP. In fact, he suggested a conflict of interests between young and old project managers. The 
seasoned project managers were called “old technicians” and had a distaste for administrative work. 
Said AES PM#3: “[The BPIP] influences the amount of paper that we have to produce as project 
managers. The administrative burden has increased. For old technicians, this is not very pleasant” 
{23:11}. 
 

7.1.1.2. AES Unit Level 
According to the AES senior VP, funding of the implementation process was a topic of debate in 
AES. Project managers were judged based on their ability to stay within budget and meet agreed 
upon deadlines. As a consequence, the question of who would be paying the added cost of process 
implementation arose and became an issue of contention. For example, although the positive effect 
of the close collaboration between the AES implementation manager and the corporate BPIP 
manager on implementation issues was emphasized, the lack of clarification in terms of 
responsibilities (who was responsible for what) and sponsorship (who paid for what) was criticized. 
The lack of clarification coupled with AES’ focus on operating economy influenced the 
prioritization of target areas during the implementation period. Having realized that it was 
impossible to influence the funding of the BPIP at the corporate level, it was deemed necessary to 
adjust the costs within AES. The main implementation challenge within AES was the re-education 
                                                 
99 Not the actor’s real name. 
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of some of the project managers. He described the project managers as being one of two types: So-
called “expediters” whose behavior it was difficult to change and younger, well-educated project 
managers whom it was easier to influence with subsequent positive implementation results. In the 
attempt to re-educate the project managers and others, the corporate demand for CMMI compliance 
was used as leverage to beat some people into submission. Corporate demand was basically used as 
a means to dismiss any discussion about the reasonableness of the new processes. Said the AES 
senior VP: “I have used it actively to say that this is the way it has to be … It is not open for 
discussion. It is actually nice to have a corporate demand. There is nothing to discuss. The quality 
system is mandatory so [the BPIP] is something we have to do and want to do. Hence, it is not open 
for discussion. All the plans have to be there. All the documentation has to be there” {45:17}. 
 
From the AES implementation manager’s perspective, the manager and project owner of the 
implementation projects showed no interest in the BPIP and did not require his project managers to 
adhere to the new processes. Despite this latent conflict of interests within AES, AES PM#1 and 
PM#3 were able to see the value in the new processes and put them into practice. As AES 
implementation manager, he was able to support them in fulfilling their implementation 
responsibilities because he had the AES senior VP’s support as a source of power. Said the AES 
implementation manager: “I have the power of [John’s] support to do it. This is a strong 
contributing factor to its success. In this way, it has not really been a problem. But it has been an 
odd constellation because it should have been the projects that owned the implementation and 
kicked it into gear. However, [the project owner] is not that kind of person” {17:12}. 
 

7.1.1.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, the AES senior VP supported the project but had to 
deal with internal opposition at the level of middle management. In addition, AES was in the middle 
of a turbulent period with massive layoffs and other organizational challenges which required 
management attention. As a consequence, the BPIP was at a standstill for a time. He could, 
however, rely on support at the level of project management, and what opposition existed was 
eliminated with the removal of PM#2 as implementation responsible project manager. The AES 
implementation manager, on the other hand, was characterized as a person calling for process 
improvements. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “In AES, [the AES senior VP] is at the top and he 
wants this badly and has a reasonable understanding of [the BPIP]. At the next level, he has a 
problem, however. But we have [the AES implementation manager] who drives it. He gets it. He 
cannot, however, do everything” {29:20}. 
 

7.1.1.4. Results 
Power bases of aligned interests across corporate, unit, and project levels pushed the 
implementation project forward. At the center of these power bases was the AES senior VP with his 
cookbook approach100 that sought to adapt the new corporate processes to arrive at an acceptable 
and cost effective outcome. At the corporate level, the corporate BPIP manager pushed in the same 
direction; at the unit level, the cookbook was adhered to by the AES implementation manager; and 
at the project level, AES PM#3 supported the chosen approach and pushed for its implementation. 
The only conflict between AES management and the corporate level revolved around the issue of 
funding. In the end, the AES senior VP realized that corporate funding of the project would not be 
                                                 
100 See section 6.2. 
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forthcoming, and he decided to move forward based on his own vision and approach. Conflict 
between AES and the corporate level was avoided by internally negotiating priorities as a solution 
to the lack of funding. Conflicts of interest emerged first and foremost at the AES project level. 
Conflicts between the adopted approach to process standardization and different perceptions of, and 
interests in, project practices across AES materialized as expressions of dissatisfaction. Among 
other things, AES PM#1 and PM#2 were dissatisfied with the lack of: (1) resources, (2) support 
from corporate services, (3) IT support of processes, and (4) participation from all parts of AES. 
However, while AES PM#1 was committed to implement the new processes, AES PM#2 was more 
critical of the AES approach. Halfway through the implementation process, AES PM#2 was 
removed as implementation responsible project manager, which was a negotiated solution to the 
conflict. 
 

7.1.2. Rationalist Process Politics in AES 
Table 7.2 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of rationalist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in AES. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.2: Data on Rationalist Politics in AES 
 

AES project level AES unit level Corporate level 
 

AES PM#1 
 Processes valuable, proactive 

implementation follow-up {6:5} 
 Perceived usefulness → 

motivation {6:9} 
 No external pressure {6:10} 
 Management dialogue → task 

prioritization + implementation 
replanning {6:11} 

 Cookbook project management 
easier vis-à-vis TMS {6:13} 

 Cookbook → energy + project 
overview {6:14} 

 TMS bulky → ’hack’ (paper 
copy) {6:17} 

 
AES PM#2 

 No need among project 
participants → documents not 
used {10:2} 

 Reoccurring implementation 
problems on new projects 
{10:3} 

 Evaluation of corporate 
processes → adaptation {10:4} 

 Implementation plan by AES 
implementation manager {10:6} 

 Templates for development 
adaptable to production {10:10} 

 Prioritization by management → 
low BPIP priority by project 
managers → implementation 
delays {10:12} 

 
AES senior VP 

 Cookbook facilitates broad 
implementation {45:5} 

 EBAT ensures management 
attention {45:6} 

 Management decision to 
establish a cookbook based on 
pilot projects {45:9} 

 Lack of standardization due to 
different BU implementation 
decisions {45:12} 

 Congruent BPIP and AES 
interests = reduce risks + 
increase predictability {45:13} 

 
AES implementation manager 

 Failure → pilot replanned 
{17:2} 

 TMS quality poor → cookbook 
{17:4} 

 Ends important – not means 
{17:5} 

 AES influence on BPIP output 
{17:8} 

 The AES senior VP = “the 
method man”, likes CMMI 
{17:10} 

 CMMI ill-suited but addresses 
AES problems → support 
{17:10} 

 No project or middle 
management BPIP pull {17:10} 

 Perceived value by AES PM#1 

 
The CEO 

 Alignment between AES 
challenges & BPIP {9:6} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Project managers unable to 
adopt → AES senior VP 
sanctions cookbook {1:2} 

 Cookbook = best solution {2:2} 
 AES most diligent BU {5:7} 
 2-tier implementation → 

schedule delay {25:5} 
 Cookbook = sensible approach 

{25:6} 
 Management decision to coach 

project managers {25:13} 
 Continual BPIP support in AES 

{27:32} 
 AES implementation manager 

ensures improvement focus 
{28:4} 

 Schedule delay evident {30:13} 
 Positive outlook but cookbook 

approach + AES implementation 
manager’s exit → delay {31:3} 

 AES effort → faith despite 
delay {36:10} 

 Impact yet slow progress {44:1} 
 

Corporate SPI agent#2 
 AES managerial problems → 

implementation obstacle 
{29:11} 
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 Comparing then and now → no 
value creation {10:14} 

 Uniform document structure → 
value {10:15} 

 No value in ongoing production 
{10:16} 

 
AES PM#3 

 Lack of standard templates 
across BUs → problems {23:1} 

 TMS quality okay {23:2} 
 Templates created on the fly 

during implementation {23:3} 
 Templates for development 

suited for blueprint + production 
if tailored {23:4}, {23:5}, 
{23:17} 

 Business value unknown {23:6} 
 Cookbook → standardization 

{23:8} 
 Increase in overhead → 

tailoring to small projects 
necessary {23:9} 

 Mandatory TMS adherence → 
compliance with new processes 
{23:12} 

 No process responsible → 
confusion in new projects 
{23:13} 

 Lack of implementation 
knowledge dissemination 
{23:14} 

 Organizational change 
inconsequential, ERP 
implementation supportive 
{23:15} 

 New processes → lower project 
management costs {23:16} 

& 3 → ownership {17:14} 
 Perceived value → process use 

{17:17} 

    
 

7.1.2.1. AES Project Level 
According to AES PM#1, the implementation of the new processes was a positive experience. The 
new processes created value and the dialogue with management regarding their implementation was 
frank and honest. Compared to the existing management system (TMS) which did not effectively 
support project execution, the new processes were easier to navigate and manage by. The cookbook 
approach allowed him to focus on the broader lines of the project. Having determined the value of 
the new processes, e.g. the data management plan, he ensured proper IT support, mandated that the 
processes be used by project participants, and supervised their use. New assignments, however, 
affected the implementation process. Management gave priority to new orders that were placed 
during the implementation, and AES PM#1 spoke candidly of the consequences for the 
implementation timetable. The ongoing communication with management resulted in mutual 
understanding and people feeling well-informed. Said AES PM#1: “I called a meeting and said: 
‘You should know that we have still not finalized the configuration management plan and the 
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management plan. Chances are they will not be completed in time’. The next day, my boss gave me 
a new assignment that had been approved by senior management. Despite its impact on other 
projects, we were forced to take on the assignment. However, I had a foot in the door. We were 
honest with each other about the status of things. I was not hiding anything” {6:11}. 
 
From AES PM#2’s perspective, the new corporate processes created no value compared to existing 
practices, although he recognized the benefit of having standard document types. Despite his 
personal opinion, he implemented the new processes according to plan. He and the other project 
managers assessed the applicability of the new corporate processes and decided to modify and 
simplify all templates to better suit project needs and goals. The revised templates were based on 
development projects, but with minor adjustments they were also applicable to production projects 
because a similar process flow was expected for these. Although the templates were applied to his 
project but not actively used here for management purposes, he expected future, less stable projects 
to benefit more from the templates if given adequate time for implementation. Management’s 
unwillingness to prioritize and set aside time for process implementation at the expense of other 
tasks resulted in implementation delays. Said AES PM#2: “Time has, of course, been set aside, but 
in reality no time is available because as project managers we still have our projects to run. And we 
also have to participate in tenders. And the [implementation] plan is pushed aside because other 
things are given higher priority. CMMI was always at the bottom of the list. It was something to do 
if time permitted. And if there was not enough time, the plan was delayed. If you don’t have 
commitment from above to do this, it does not become a priority” {10:12}. 
 
In the opinion of AES PM#3, the new processes were implemented and followed because all 
projects were required to adhere to TMS procedures. He described the new corporate processes as 
“okay” and the expectations of the implementation projects as “fairly clear”. Templates were made 
for development projects and easily adapted on the fly to his blueprint project. The value of the new 
processes remained to be seen. He expected, however, that strengthening the project infrastructure 
would save a lot of man-hours. Despite the anticipated value of the processes, challenges were also 
identified. The challenges were (1) tailoring processes to different project sizes in order to decrease 
the administrative burden on small projects; (2) collecting and disseminating experiences across 
projects in a situation in which the implementation manager had been reassigned; and (3) nurturing 
the creativity of project managers. Said AES PM#3: “A framework has been established that 
specifies the content of a management plan, the content of a configuration management plan, and 
the content of a data management plan. This weakens the project manager’s creativity. Previously, 
we had several different management plans. Each was seen as appropriate because it was specific to 
the project, the customer, and the product. Today, the framework specifies the minimum 
requirements of such a management plan, milestones must be included, and the generic life-cycle 
model must be described. The idea is that these things must be included. No matter whether it is 
right or wrong, these things have to be there to satisfy CMMI” {23:8}. 
 

7.1.2.2. AES Unit Level 
According to the AES senior VP, BPIP interests coincided with managerial challenges facing AES 
at that time. Management wanting to increase predictability and reduce risks associated with 
projects coincided with the goal of the BPIP. Having realized this congruence between BPIP and 
AES interests, AES management decided to select pilot projects for the purpose of developing a 
process cookbook. The pilot projects were instructed to decide on practical solutions within each 
process area. Attention to detail led to work instructions being written that in retrospect should have 
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been prepared by corporate services to ensure standardization across business units. Implementation 
differences across business units created obstacles to dealing with projects that involved more than 
one business unit. Not having the same templates due to different implementation choices was 
counterproductive. Despite such problems across business units, the cookbook facilitated broad 
implementation within AES. Periodic assessments also contributed to increasing the 
implementation level within AES. These assessments signaled corporate management attention to 
the implementation outcome in the business units and led AES to compete with the other business 
units in achieving the goal. Said the AES senior VP: “I found the assessments helpful. It is a useful 
and solid way of demonstrating that we, i.e. [Terma], are serious about it. And of course some 
internal competition is always healthy” {45:6}. 
 
From the AES implementation manager’s perspective, it was decided (in relation to the 
implementation approach) to adapt the new corporate processes to AES due to their lack of 
applicability. Applicability was more important than formalities, i.e. whether people used particular 
tools and templates was less important than whether people were trying to perform the process in 
some manner. In terms of implementation process, for at least two reasons the processes were 
implemented despite a poor initial choice of pilot projects that required new projects to be selected. 
First, some project managers realized the value of doing things differently, although the purposes 
and benefits of the new processes were not communicated effectively. Second, both the AES 
implementation manager and the AES senior VP demanded the processes be implemented. Because 
it was a corporate dictate, and because as a “method kind of man” the CMMI appealed to him, the 
AES senior VP wanted the processes to be implemented. The AES implementation manager 
demanded the processes be implemented because he knew existing project management practices 
were inadequate and required improvement. He did not, however, consider the CMMI to be the 
ideal choice of framework, but recognized the need for a corporate-wide approach. Said the AES 
implementation manager: “[The AES senior VP] wants [this tool], just as [the CEO] does. [The 
AES senior VP] is a very systematic person, very methodical. So it appeals to him. I want it. 
Primarily, it has been me because I can see the point … the kind of project management I have seen 
out here has been diddly-squat. It has been poor, very poor … so right away I accepted that this is 
the tool that we have decided to use. I do not think it is particularly suitable to our world, but on the 
other hand, it has to work in the whole of [Terma], so we have to live with it” {17:10}. 
 

7.1.2.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, the AES approach was typical of the AES senior VP. 
He regarded it as a sensible approach because the project managers were incapable of putting the 
new corporate processes into practice without any help. Their knowledge of the company 
management system (TMS) was simply inadequate. He expected AES to support and implement the 
processes despite foreseeable obstacles, and he was satisfied with the commitment to, effort in, and 
focus on the implementation process. He mentioned the AES decision to train all project managers 
in the new processes as evidence of commitment, and he pointed to the AES implementation 
manager as the driving force behind the implementation. The implementation was, nonetheless, 
delayed. The delays were in part anticipated and in part unanticipated. Implementation delays were 
expected due to the extensive interpretation of the new corporate processes in the form of guidelines 
etc., i.e. the cookbook. However, the reassignment of the AES implementation manager to other 
tasks caused an unanticipated delay. At one time, the implementation was even at a standstill. This 
setback notwithstanding, the corporate BPIP manager was convinced that the implementation had a 
positive impact. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “[AES] has been very focused on making their 
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own interpretations, guidelines, and practices. And this happened in the wake of the layoffs which 
resulted in [the AES implementation manager] getting a new role and that hit pretty hard. Since 
then they have been working on it a lot, even though they had a rough start {31:3}. They have not 
yet come far, but it has actually made a difference” {44:1}. 
 
Different opinions existed regarding the impact of the managerial and organizational problems on 
the implementation. On the one hand, corporate SPI agent#2 described it as an obstacle. On the 
other hand, the CEO was given the impression by AES management that the BPIP was in keeping 
with the goals and challenges of AES. The BPIP contributed to bringing order to the organization. 
 

7.1.2.4. Results 
The AES senior VP translated the overall goal of adopting the CMMI ideology and practices into a 
simplified solution for AES. The goal became to create and quickly implement standardized 
processes across all project types (development, blueprint, and production) and project management 
traditions (of both young and old project managers). He reasoned that the BPIP would help reduce 
risks and increase predictability within AES. Moreover, he supported continuous assessments and 
the resulting competition between business units as drivers in the implementation effort. The 
corporate BPIP manager accepted the AES senior VP’s simplified and standardized approach. 
Throughout the implementation effort, he understood that the alignment and timing were less than 
optimal from an AES point of view. He considered progress to be slow and even at a standstill at 
times, but he also appreciated the basic positive outlook and commitment of AES to the project. 
While the AES implementation manager saw the CMMI as ill-suited to AES, he bought into the 
AES senior VP’s decision and drove the implementation process forward by carefully monitoring 
progress and pragmatically adjusting actions. Despite the experienced problems and challenges 
across all three implementation projects, the involved project managers adopted the standardized 
approach and effectively translated the rather complex process library into a simplified cookbook 
that could be applied to AES projects. This cookbook approach provided detailed and standardized 
support for project managers within AES, it fulfilled corporate management’s expectations and 
requirements to process implementation, and it facilitated improved practices across AES projects. 
 

7.1.3. Interpretive Process Politics in AES 
Table 7.3 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of interpretive politics in 
the BPIP implementation in AES. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.3: Data on Interpretive Politics in AES 
 

AES project level AES unit level Corporate level 
 

AES PM#1 
 BPIP ill-suited for development 

{6:1} 
 Plans and processes → respect 

{6:2} 
 Time-consuming 

implementation → prioritization 
{6:3} 

 Adaptations of templates 
required {6:7} 

 
AES senior VP 

 Project managers incapable → 
implementation cookbook {3:7} 

 Accelerated procedural 
approach {2:2} 

 AES on par with ISY → pride 
{45:6} 

 Assessments → healthy 
competition {45:6} 

 BPIP → healthy project 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 ‘Tough’, ambitious approach → 
many projects + cookbook {1:2} 

 ‘The [John] way’ = ‘tough’, 
rigid, procedural approach {2:2} 

 Turbulence, delays, but high 
level of activity in AES {3:4} 

 Process adaptation required → 
cookbook {3:4}, {4:4} 

 Slow but reasonable progress 
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 Self-image = one man army 
{6:8} 

 No implementation support 
{6:12} 

 Process improvement + 
organizational maturity → 
progress {6:15} 

 No IT process support {6:16} 
 

AES PM#2 
 Tailoring of templates time-

consuming {10:1} 
 BPIP ill-suited for blueprint 

production {10:1} 
 Chaotic implementation {10:1} 
 Templates rewritten, lightweight 

process deployment {10:4} 
 Pilot implementation → 

templates unusable {10:8} 
 Adaptations of templates for 

development incomplete {10:9} 
 BPIP sponsored by corporate 

management and CEO {10:13} 
 AES commitment, no 

acknowledgement of effort 
needed {10:17} 

 BPIP = latest management fad 
{10:19} 

 Acceptance of corporate 
improvement decision {10:20} 

 BPIP goals?, confusing signals 
{10:21} 

 
AES PM#3 

 Adapted templates usable across 
project types {23:5} 

 Corporate enforced BPIP project 
{23:10} 

 Insufficient assessment 
reporting → lack of 
implementation ownership 
{23:18} 

 Academic assessments → lack 
of measurement ownership 
{23:19} 

environment {45:7} 
 BPIP and organizational 

changes well-aligned {45:15} 
 

AES implementation manager 
 Lack of time + management → 

implementation standstill {17:1} 
 Inflated implementation status 

{17:2} 
 Lack of communication → lack 

of understanding and 
commitment {17:3} 

 Poor understanding and pilot 
selection → lack of success 
{17:6} 

 Processes applicable across 
project types {17:7} 

 Bad implementation timing → 
no suitable projects {17:9} 

 Procurement on the sidelines → 
SAM implementation unknown 
{17:15} 

 ERP system goes live → (SAM) 
implementation impact {17:16} 

 Need for acceptance → 
cookbook {17:18} 

{4:4} 
 Ambitious implementation plan 

{31:2} 
 Lack of creativity + need for 

implementation support → 
cookbook {36:11} 

 Lack of maturity → support and 
guidance {36:13} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#3 

 AES PM#3 = dedicated project 
manager {31:17} 

    
 

7.1.3.1. AES Project Level 
At the project level, the three project managers accepted the AES senior VP’s vision and approach, 
although each of them experienced severe challenges in implementing it. Moreover, the 
implementation experiences of the three project managers differed and were in part mutually 
contradictory. The conflicting experiences, however, remained personal in nature and never 
emerged as manifest opposition to the AES senior VP’s dominating vision and approach. According 
to AES PM#1, the new corporate processes were not suitable for development projects which made 
process adaptation necessary. Although the implementation process was time-consuming, solitary, 
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and lacked IT support, the implementation result led to greater respect for and faith in project plans 
among project participants. Said AES PM#1: “It is a leap forward that each development process 
has been thoroughly defined. It makes it easier to manage, and it commands greater respect because 
[team members] know that it is not just a lot of talk. It is not just verbal agreements anymore. It has 
been written down in black and white” {6:2}. 
 
From AES PM#2’s perspective, the new corporate processes were not suitable for blueprint projects 
either. Templates were unusable, which prompted extensive rewriting. The BPIP was perceived as 
the latest management fad that had been pushed through by AES and corporate management at the 
CEO’s initiative. The implementation was seen as chaotic, lacking clear purpose statements, and 
without acknowledgement of the time and effort needed for implementation. Said AES PM#2: “It is 
like our management says that we have to implement [the BPIP], and it has to be part of every 
program. However, there is no time for it, and they do not acknowledge that it takes time. That is 
what is so damned frustrating about this” {10:17}. 
 
In the opinion of AES PM#3, the new processes were suitable for all project types. Despite being a 
corporate sponsored project with little ownership on the part of AES, among other things due to 
insufficient implementation feedback, the BPIP met with acceptance. Said AES PM#3: “It is 
definitely a corporate project that has been forced upon us with the clear message that now we have 
to do things in this way. It is a shared joke among project managers – not counting me – that 
changes have been made to the TMS again and now we have to do things differently” {23:10}. 
 

7.1.3.2. AES Unit Level 
According to the AES senior VP, the BPIP emerged at a time when AES was in the midst of an 
organizational transition phase, and the project was well-aligned with pending organizational 
changes. Trimming the organization and establishing clearly defined roles and responsibilities were 
some of the objectives of these organizational changes. In turn, these objectives coincided with the 
goals of the CMMI. Despite this alignment, the AES senior VP perceived the project managers as 
incapable of adopting new corporate processes to the AES business context. In consequence, he 
sanctioned the development of an implementation cookbook to accommodate the need for 
implementation guidance among project managers. This approach entailed developing AES unique 
templates. Through the inclusion of periodic assessments, the BPIP gave the AES senior VP an 
opportunity for comparing the maturity of all business units, and he was pleased to discover that 
AES was almost on a par with ISY, the self-proclaimed and unofficial process champions at Terma. 
Aside from being in the same league as ISY, he perceived one positive effect of the BPIP to be a 
healthy project environment. Said the AES senior VP: “We see a positive trend in some of the 
projects that have been subjected to [the new processes] in terms of Requirements Management, 
customer relations, managing and monitoring projects. They have also led to very positive 
discussions about baselines when starting new projects” {45:7}. 
 
From the AES implementation manager’s perspective, one tangible outcome of the implementation 
was a widely usable set of templates known as the implementation cookbook. This cookbook was 
prepared in an attempt to facilitate an understanding of the new processes and ease their 
implementation. The need for such a cookbook was not realized until initial attempts to implement 
the new corporate processes ‘as is’ had failed. As a consequence, the implementation process was 
delayed. In addition to this setback, the implementation encountered a number of other obstacles. 
First, the timing of the implementation process was poor. No suitable projects for implementation 
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were present, which resulted in the selection of ill-suited pilot projects. Second, scanty information 
about the reason for, and purpose of, changing existing practices led to a lack of understanding and 
commitment on the part of the project managers and participants. Third, a perceived lack of time 
and the reassignment of the AES implementation manager to other tasks resulted in an 
implementation slowdown with processes being implemented on an ad hoc basis. Fourth, the 
concurrent introduction of a corporate-wide ERP system competed for attention, particularly in the 
procurement unit (staff function). They were busy learning their way around the new system, and 
the AES implementation manager decided not to add to their troubles by forcing the issue of 
supporting the implementation projects in putting new Supplier Agreement Management processes 
into practice. Instead, he assumed that they would be able to support the projects as needed. Despite 
these obstacles to the implementation, the cookbook approach made the new processes more 
accessible. As people began to understand the underlying rationale, the new processes were 
implemented. Said the AES implementation manager: “By working with [the processes], people 
have come to realize that there are certain advantages. Things can be done in many different ways, 
taking different approaches, but they have come to realize that [the BPIP] gave them some tools that 
were actually useful” {17:15}. 
 

7.1.3.3. Corporate Level 
The corporate BPIP manager accepted the AES senior VP’s vision and approach and allowed them 
to go ahead with “the [John] way”. By doing this, he acknowledged the need for a simple, hands-on 
approach to process implementation in AES. He took it at face value that the project managers were 
not capable of carrying out abstract processes. He was convinced that they lacked the necessary 
creativity and, thus, required implementation support and guidance in the form of an 
implementation cookbook. He described the AES implementation plan as ambitious, the activity 
level as high, and progress as acceptable despite delays due to organizational turbulence during the 
same period. He only voiced concern about the long-term risk of turning people into automatons by 
prescribing strict adherence to the implementation cookbook. Said the corporate BPIP manager: 
“My fear is that having this cookbook will stop people from asking: ‘What does all this mean to 
me?’ and make them follow it blindly. However, my claim is that in AES they do not have the 
maturity to reflect upon [processes]” {36:13}. 
 

7.1.3.4. Results 
The AES senior VP was seen as a symbol of rapid and pragmatic problem solving within the firm 
(“the [John] way”). In this case of process implementation, he understood and accepted the 
corporate interest in adopting the CMMI despite its weak alignment with AES interests. From the 
very beginning, he communicated AES’ commitment to move forward with the implementation 
project at a fast pace. However, given the nature of the undertaking and the profiles of AES 
employees, he adopted a cookbook approach that allowed processes to be tailored to customary 
AES practices in order to make them readily usable. The AES implementation manager identified 
with the AES senior VP’s vision and approach and sought to implement them in practice, although 
the implementation experience was fraught with obstacles due to bad timing of the implementation 
project and misalignment with the situation in AES. Despite problems and competing 
interpretations at the project level, opposition remained latent. All the actions and non-actions of the 
people involved signaled them buying into the social reality constructed by the AES senior VP. 
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7.1.4. Radical Process Politics in AES 
Table 7.4 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of radical politics in the 
BPIP implementation in AES. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.4: Data on Radical Politics in AES 
 

AES project level AES unit level Corporate level 
 

AES PM#1 
 New processes → respect + 

facilitates control {6:2} 
 

AES PM#2 
 Purpose unclear, ideology 

rejected {10:13} 
 CMMI as corporate/CEO 

decision {10:13} 
 No perceived value → 

opposition {10:14} 
 Process standardization accepted 

{10:15} 
 Management disregard for 

objections {10:17} 
 Implementation forced by 

management {10:18} 
 CMMI = management fad 

{10:19} 
 BPIP by management dictate 

{10:20} 
 

AES PM#3 
 Applicability of process 

ideology accepted {23:4}, 
{23:5}, {23:17} 

 Standardization → management 
control but limited creativity 
{23:8} 

 BPIP enforced by management 
{23:10} 

 Cost reduction anticipated 
(CMMI rhetoric accepted) but 
unknown {23:16}, {23:6} 

 
AES senior VP 

 CMMI ideology fosters control 
(measurable + quantifiable 
processes) {45:1} 

 CMMI → optimization {45:3} 
 Ideology → process monitoring 

→ management attention {45:6} 
 “Expediter” (project manager 

type) opposition to ideology 
{45:10} 

 CMMI → control + stability 
{45:13} 

 CMMI → division of roles and 
responsibilities {45:15} 

 Standardization (control, 
specification, verification) 
desirable {45:18} 

 
AES implementation manager 

 AES senior VP personifies 
CMMI (“the method man”) 
{17:10} 

 CMMI = management tool, 
facilitates control {17:10} 

 

 
The CEO 

 CMMI → discipline, economic 
stability, stable processes {9:6} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Project management weaknesses 
→ CMMI implementation 
necessary {1:2}, {25:6}, 
{36:11}, {36:13} 

 AES senior VP’s approach = 
command and control {2:2} 

 

    
 

7.1.4.1. AES Project Level 
In the opinion of AES PM#2, the CMMI (in the guise of the BPIP) was the latest management fad, 
and he expressed irritation at and lack of understanding of management’s decision to change 
existing project related practices. In his opinion, the purpose of the BPIP had not been 
communicated satisfactorily, and he was not convinced that Terma needed the CMMI. He was 
irritated by having to do things differently without being able to see any added value. And although 
he acknowledged the benefit of having a uniform document structure, he only adopted the new 
document templates because he was coerced. The CEO had issued the BPIP by decree, and 
everyone accepted it. Said AES PM#2: “What is the background for implementing CMMI? What is 
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the rationale? I have a hard time seeing what the idea is. I have a vague understanding of what it is 
all about, but I have never heard a simple explanation of why we have to do CMMI. Well, it is 
something that has been decided [at the corporate level], and [the CEO] is very excited about it” 
{10:13}. 
 
From AES PM#3’s perspective, the new processes were applicable and added project structure. He 
described the processes as flexible and applicable across all project types with some modifications. 
He was also convinced that the new processes would reduce project management costs by 
restructuring project management practices. However, he had reservations about the BPIP being 
imposed by corporate management. First, he expressed concerns about the effect of standardization 
on project managers’ creativity. Second, although he was convinced about the cost savings 
associated with process standardization, he had not yet seen any evidence to support such a claim. 
Said PM#3: “It gives the project a better structure. All the plans that we have made support each 
other well. The bottom line is, I think we have saved quite a few project management hours {23:16} 
… we still have not seen the output. We made some [assessments] – this is one way to measure it. 
But what is the benefit of CMMI? We have not seen anything that says: ‘Now we are at level 2’. 
But what have we gained?” {23:6}. 
 

7.1.4.2. AES Unit Level 
In the opinion of the AES senior VP, the CMMI was a process tool deemed useful in reducing risks 
and increasing predictability in project performance. He wanted to be able to manage the entire 
supply chain from project development to product fabrication, and in order to achieve this goal, 
behaviors had to be changed and standardized at the project level, preferably across business units. 
He regarded it as easier to change and control the behavior of the group of young and educated 
employees, compared to the group of old and technically oriented employees. With regard to the 
goal of increasing predictability and reducing risks, he found the periodic assessments to be 
motivating and helpful in ensuring management attention. Said the AES senior VP: “For [AES], it 
has no sales value in the marketing sense. It is not a marketing parameter. So, the area in which it 
has a positive influence ... it is a tool for tweaking things and for specifying solutions to different 
tasks and making them measurable. It is a process tool, a method that helps us to reduce risks 
involved in task execution. This is where its value lies” {45:1}. 
 
According to the AES implementation manager, the CMMI was not an ideal choice of process 
improvement model, but useful as a management tool in changing project management practices 
badly in need of improvement. As a consequence, he accepted the ideology of the model and 
supported its implementation. The AES senior VP also bought into the CMMI ideology. The AES 
implementation manager characterized him as the methodical type, drawn to the CMMI. Said the 
AES implementation manager: “[The AES senior VP] is a very systematic person, very methodical. 
So [the CMMI] appeals to him” {17:10}. 
 

7.1.4.3. Corporate Level 
From the CEO’s perspective, the BPIP and its CMMI management philosophy (ideology) helped 
AES solve some organizational problems. Said the CEO: “Looking at [AES], I must say they 
surprise me the most because they are quite positive. The financial situation is under control. Some 
smooth processes have been pushed through the system. We could have called it ‘CQ8’ or 
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something different, and it would have been the same in [AES]. Meaning, the focus has been on 
establishing discipline” {9:6}. 
 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, the CMMI ideology and its practical application in 
AES, i.e. the cookbook approach, were the means to handle weaknesses at the project management 
level during process implementation. The project managers were seen as insufficiently creative and 
knowledgeable to put the new corporate processes into practice without assistance. They needed 
something that they could apply blindfolded. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “They rely on a 
cookbook approach. Pilot projects resulted in the cookbook which describes how to do things, and 
then everybody else just has to do this. It is realizing that most projects cannot handle much more 
than that. They cannot interpret. They just have to do it” {25:6}. 
 

7.1.4.4. Results 
Overall, and despite the constraints presented by the AES product portfolio and current processes, 
the CMMI ideology and practices were adapted to AES. The implementation responsible project 
managers struggled to make the approach fit existing practices. Despite this struggle, there was, 
however, no strong opposition. On the contrary, everyone was committed to implement the 
standardized solution. In the eyes of the CEO, the CMMI had improved discipline, increased 
economic stability, and supported repeatable processes in AES. The corporate BPIP manager added 
that the CMMI helped address project management weaknesses within AES and was well-aligned 
with the AES senior VP’s management style. While the AES senior VP did not see the CMMI as 
the ideal or obvious approach to process improvement in AES, he bought into the CMMI ideology 
and practices and believed that they could help enhance practices within AES. The AES senior VP 
was seen as personifying the CMMI within AES. At the same time, he recognized that this ideology 
was in conflict with some of the current project management practices within the unit. The AES 
implementation manager also bought into the CMMI ideology and practices. He understood the 
AES senior VP’s position and believed that through its emphasis on control, the CMMI could 
provide solutions to some of the existing problems within AES. The three project managers reacted 
differently to the implementation of the CMMI ideology and practices. Despite struggling with the 
implementation effort, none of them rose to the level of active opposition. AES PM#3 was the most 
positive towards the CMMI. He accepted the approach and its enforcement by management. He 
believed it to be applicable, but he also understood the tensions that standardization across projects 
implied. AES PM#1 also accepted the enforcement of the approach by management. He was 
skeptical about the potential benefits of the approach, but he worked diligently to implement 
processes as decided by management. His main frustrations related to lack of support and 
opportunities to learn during the implementation effort. AES PM#2 was the most critical towards 
the CMMI ideology and practices. He saw the CMMI as a management fad. He understood the 
position of upper management, but he took every opportunity to voice opposition and criticism 
towards the initiative within AES. He was dissatisfied with management’s disregard for criticism, 
and halfway through the implementation effort, he was removed as implementation project 
responsible. 
 

7.1.5. Within-case Synthesis 
Each of the four political perspectives contributes in varying degrees to the explanation of the BPIP 
implementation process and outcome in AES. In this subsection, I will emphasize the contribution 
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of each perspective but also point out their limitations. Furthermore, I will discuss the explanatory 
power of each of the four political perspectives on the BPIP implementation in AES. 
 
The pluralist perspective helps explain why the implementation process was slow and sometimes at 
a standstill and led to results that were satisfactory, but still limited compared to what might have 
been achieved. The pluralist perspective does not, however, help explain why the latent conflicts 
between, on the one hand, the AES project managers and AES management and, on the other hand, 
AES management and corporate services did not become manifest. The conflicting interests in 
terms of funding (between AES management and corporate services) and resources (between the 
AES project managers and AES management) between the stakeholders involved were expressed 
on several occasions during the BPIP and solutions were negotiated. While the AES senior VP was 
not able to influence the funding issue, leaving him with the option of readjusting his priorities, he 
and the AES implementation manager were able to utilize their combined powerbases to influence 
the implementation in AES by mandating process compliance despite pleas for additional resources 
at the project level and removing the most opinionated project manager (AES PM#2). 
 
The rationalist perspective helps explain the chosen implementation strategy, i.e. the cookbook 
approach. The rationalist perspective does not, however, help explain the latent conflict between the 
AES project managers and AES management. The BPIP coincided with the goals of reducing risks 
and increasing predictability of projects in AES, and the process maturity assessments were seen by 
AES management as means of collecting data and evaluating the value of the new processes and the 
progress towards the goals. Based on legitimate and formal authority structures, decisions between 
alternative implementation choices were made, and AES management settled on the development of 
a process cookbook to facilitate broad based implementation. In the value judgment of AES 
management, corporate processes were inapplicable to AES and needed adaptation – in part due to 
lack of familiarity with the TMS. Despite this inapplicability, the BPIP was nevertheless accepted 
and supported because the AES senior VP found the underlying improvement model (the CMMI) 
appealing, and because the AES implementation manager recognized the need for corporate-wide 
and AES specific improvements. AES management’s decision was executed faithfully by the 
project managers despite experiencing problems in doing so, and although delays occurred due to 
lack of resources and implementation support. 
 
The interpretive perspective helps explain how the BPIP came to be seen as part of the solution to 
problems faced by AES. The interpretive perspective does not, however, help explain why the 
experienced challenges and problems and the conflicting interpretations among actors at the project 
level did not result in manifest opposition.101 In the socially constructed reality in which AES was 
confronted by various organizational and management problems, the AES senior VP became a 
symbol of decisive action. The BPIP emerged during a period of organizational transitioning and 
conveniently presented itself as a means to solve existing problems. This social construction was 
reinforced through language and symbols. Examples include expressions such as “the [John] way” 
and “the method man” that were used to describe the AES senior VP and his management style. The 
organizational members involved made sense of the AES implementation decision and approach 
based on past experiences with the AES senior VP’s management style. The AES senior VP used 
symbols to socially construct the process and influence the outcome of the BPIP implementation. 
For example, the AES senior VP created an image of success by likening AES to ISY – in his eyes 
the unofficial process champions at Terma – through a comparison of assessment results showing 
                                                 
101 The interpretive perspective suggests, however, that all organizational members buy into the social reality 
constructed by the AES senior VP as evidenced by their actions and non-actions. 
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the two business units to be on a par. Both the AES implementation manager and the project 
managers bought into the AES senior VP’s vision and approach and praised the usefulness of the 
cookbook despite implementation problems.  
 
The radical perspective helps explain the acceptance of the CMMI ideology and practices as a 
solution to the management problems faced by AES. The radical perspective does not, however, 
help explain the decision to tailor processes and adopt an AES unique implementation approach. 
Despite AES operating primarily within the aerospace and not the military industry, the CMMI 
ideology and practices had an impact on the BPIP implementation in AES. Although the AES 
senior VP did not consider the CMMI ideally suited for the AES environment, he believed in using 
it for the purpose of improving project management practices within the business unit. Like the 
AES senior VP, the AES implementation manager bought into the CMMI ideology and practices 
and was convinced that some of the control aspects of the model would help address existing AES 
problems. Among the project managers, AES PM#2 voiced opposition to the CMMI ideology and 
practices (emancipation) and was subsequently removed as implementation responsible project 
manager. Despite reservations, the other project managers submitted to the CMMI ideology and 
practices (oppression). AES PM#3, for example, accepted the CMMI rhetoric about cost savings 
associated with process standardization. Hence, there is very little evidence of struggles between 
opposing forces influencing the implementation process and its outcome. Most organizational 
members were influenced by the environmental constraints and ideology of the CMMI. 
 
The analyses reveal that each of the four political perspectives contributes to an explanation of the 
BPIP implementation process and outcome in AES. As illustrated by Table 7.5, each perspective 
answers some questions while leaving others unanswered. Despite their differences, the 
perspectives complement each other. 
 

Table 7.5: Four Perspectives on the BPIP Implementation in AES 
 

Political perspective Helps explain Does not help explain 
 The pluralist 

perspective 
 The implementation 

speed 
 The latency of conflicts 
 The implementation approach 

 The rationalist 
perspective 

 The support for the BPIP 
 The implementation 

approach 
 The implementation 

process 
 The implementation 

outcome 

 The latent conflicts 

 The interpretive 
perspective 

 The alignment of 
interests 

 The implementation process 
 The lack of support for competing perceptions 

of the BPIP 

 The radical perspective  The support for the 
CMMI  The tailoring of processes 

    
 
Although all perspectives make a contribution, their explanatory powers differ. The rationalist and 
the interpretive perspectives offer primary and secondary explanations, respectively. The rationalist 
perspective helps explain the support for the BPIP (perceived goal congruity), the implementation 
approach (adaptation), the implementation process (authority driven), and the end result (substantial 
improvements). The interpretive perspective helps explain why and how the BPIP came to be seen 
as the solution to existing problems (through social construction), i.e. the perceived goal congruity. 
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The interpretive perspective is secondary to the rationalist perspective in the sense that the 
interpretive perspective is able to help explain the socially constructed reality in which 
implementation took place, but is not able to help explain the implementation process itself, i.e. 
how and why events unfolded the way they did. Despite their contributions, the pluralist and the 
radical perspectives do not by themselves offer coherent explanations of the implementation 
attitude, process, and outcome in AES. By focusing on conflicting interests (the pluralist 
perspective) and opposing forces of ideological oppression and emancipation (the radical 
perspective) alone, it is not possible to establish an explanation of the BPIP implementation. Latent 
conflicts of interests in terms of funding and resources existed (the pluralist perspective), but the 
negotiated solution (reduced implementation speed) does not help explain the resource intensive 
cookbook approach, nor the decision to push forward with the implementation despite the lack of 
corporate funding. Also, support for the CMMI management philosophy was evident (the radical 
perspective), but the lack of struggle for ideological emancipation at the management level makes 
the decision to adapt the standardized processes and establish an AES unique solution 
incomprehensible (from a radical perspective). 
 
We have now seen how the four (and especially two) political perspectives help us understand and 
explain the strong impact of the BPIP on AES despite a low degree of alignment between the BPIP 
goals and the AES business strategy. In terms of alignment, the interpretive perspective helps 
explain the convergence of BPIP and AES interests despite the apparent misalignment between the 
BPIP goals and the AES business strategy (see Table 6.2); the BPIP was perceived as a solution to 
AES problems. In addition, the radical perspective helps explain the support for the CMMI as 
choice of management tool for solving these problems. In terms of impact, the rationalist 
perspective helps explain the development of the AES cookbook as a means to ensure widespread 
and extensive change of existing practices. The pluralist perspective helps explain the 
implementation delays (and AES’ not reaching the implementation goal, i.e. CMMI level 2 
compliance, on time) as the result of balancing the BPIP implementation against other interests. 
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7.2. ASY 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents four political analyses of the BPIP implementation process and outcome in 
ASY. The section concludes with a synthesis of the four analyses. 
 

CONTENT 
In terms of explanatory power, the pluralist and radical perspectives are primary and secondary, 
respectively, though all four perspectives contribute to an explanation of the implementation 
process and outcome. The pluralist perspective helps explain the lack of BPIP support, the level of 
BPIP participation, and the end result. The radical perspective helps explain why the CMMI was 
seen as a useful yet non-essential marketing tool. Moreover, the four perspectives help explain the 
weak impact of the BPIP on ASY despite a high degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and 
the ASY business strategy. In terms of alignment, the pluralist perspective helps explain the lack of 
convergence of BPIP and ASY interests despite the ‘apparent’ alignment between the BPIP goals 
and the ASY business strategy, and the radical perspective helps explain why the CMMI was not 
perceived to be of paramount importance to the business unit despite ASY operating within the 
military industry. In terms of impact, the interpretive and rationalist perspectives help explain the 
BPIP support and actions of some organizational members to further process implementation. The 
pluralist perspective helps explain the slow implementation progress. 
 
 

7.2.1. Pluralist Process Politics in ASY 
Table 7.6 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of pluralist politics in the 
BPIP implementation in ASY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.6: Data on Pluralist Politics in ASY 
 

ASY project level ASY unit level Corporate level 
 

ASY PM#1 
 Changing attitude, BPIP as joint 

effort → management project 
{18:1} 

 TMS not user friendly → 
project process reuse {18:9} 

 Waivers → processes ignored 
{18:11} 

 Process adherence → cost – no 
help {18:13} 

 Lack of management focus → 
implementation drift {18:14} 

 Lack of communication → 
business as usual {18:18} 

 
ASY PM#2 

 TMS non-operational {19:6} 

 
ASY senior VP 

 Implementation involvement 
reduced as means to lower 
resistance {21:6} 

 Assessments → resentment 
{21:10} 

 Implementation responsibility 
reassigned → customers 
prioritized over BPIP {21:11} 

 Prioritization questioned, 
REQM vs. RSKM {21:14} 

 
ASY implementation manager 

 Reprioritization → BPIP 
involvement reduced {49:2} 

 Lack of participation in process 
definition → implementation 
problems {49:4} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 REQM as prioritization issue 
between ASY and BPIP {1:11} 

 Contradiction: BPIP philosophy 
vs. ASY commitment + ability 
{1:23} 

 Lack of participation → 
implementation barrier {4:1} 

 Training wanted to aid process 
adaptation {4:2} 

 ASY senior VP’s commitment 
crumbled under time pressure 
{25:12} 

 REQM responsibility not 
assigned → BPIP vs. ASY 
priorities conflict {27:11} 

 Focus on turnover → BPIP 
conditions non-existent {34:1} 
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 Lack of IT support → 
implementation barrier {19:8} 

 Assessments → BPIP resistance 
{19:10} 

 ASY vs. BPIP terminology as 
implementation barrier {19:12} 

 ASY opinion leader branded as 
unbending due to resistance 
{49:4} 

 Process pull, driving force, 
frustration due to management 
priorities {49:7} 

 
ASY SPI agent 

 Process change logic not 
communicated → lack of 
understanding {31:7} 

 Deadlines seen as more 
important than process 
improvements {31:9} 

 BPIP support: ASY 
implementation manager vs. 
ASY VP {36:14} 

 ASY VP action oriented → not 
ideal for process job {36:15} 

 BPIP loyalty: two ASY VPs = 
opposites {36:16} 

 Quick reaction program 
accepted at expense of BPIP 
{41:1} 

 Resource situation worsened 
during implementation → 
implementation stop {41:1} 

 ASY opinion leader = 
conservative + cautious {41:1} 

 ASY opinion leader: problems 
due to business development → 
BPIP resistance {41:2} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#1 

 ASY opinion leader able to 
ensure consensus or conflict 
{4:3} 

 Manifest REQM conflict 
between ASY and BPIP {27:12} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#2 

 ASY VP as skeptic {36:17} 
 

Corporate SPI agent#3 
 Less motivated and committed 

{3:5} 
 

Corporate SPI agent#4 
 Process improvement pull: ASY 

VP vs. ASY implementation 
manager {17:13} 

    
 

7.2.1.1. ASY Project Level 
According to ASY PM#1, the BPIP evolved over time from a concerted effort to a management 
project. Because the importance of the BPIP was not communicated adequately by management, the 
new processes were not put into practice. Among project team members, the BPIP was seen as a 
closed chapter because of this lack of communication, and the BPIP did not have the attention of 
middle management either. They realized that they could get away with not engaging themselves in 
the BPIP and returned to their old ways. In the opinion of some middle managers, there was such a 
thing as too much attention to project planning. Scoring high on internal quality assurance audits 
was seen as evidence of too much time having been spent on processes rather than product related 
activities. Process adherence was an overhead cost to be minimized. In part, Terma’s quality system 
(TMS) was blamed and was a point of conflict at the project level within ASY. As the 
organization’s process asset library, it became a stumbling block for the adoption of new processes. 
Among other things, it came under attack for its lack of user friendliness. One negotiated solution to 
this problem preferred by ASY PM#1 was to use localized versions of the process assets instead of 
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the corporate-wide generic templates and procedures contained within the TMS. A second solution 
preferred by others was not to use the quality system at all. To this end, waivers were created to 
circumvent mandatory process use. Processes were seen by ASY PM#1 as too flexible. It was 
possible to get disclaimers for everything, so people did not care about processes. Said ASY PM#1: 
“If your supervisor does not care, you can disregard everything – disregard the whole TMS and not 
do anything about the things you are supposed to be doing. It is like that right now. People ignore 
everything. They simply do not give a damn” {18:11}. 
 
From ASY PM#2’s perspective, the implementation was jeopardized by three factors. First, the 
TMS was not operational. Second, the processes lacked IT support. Third, the process maturity 
assessments were conflict-ridden. ASY PM#2 wanted more instructions, i.e. an elaboration of the 
procedures that had already been released in the TMS. Despite the lack of instructions, examples of 
procedures that were considered useful existed, e.g. new work product descriptions. However, the 
necessary IT support was lacking. In addition, a major point of criticism had to do with process 
maturity assessments. The assessment questionnaire introduced new and unfamiliar terminology 
that met with opposition in ASY. The differences in terminology were seen as irreconcilable, and in 
one instance led to process abandonment. Thus, the configuration management plan was put on hold 
because of unresolved issues. Said ASY PM#2: “I keep going back to the concept of baselines 
because we had a clear definition of what baselines were. It was tied to a product, i.e. related 
documentation. And then we suddenly make the jump to project baselines that are not tied to a 
product to the same extent … We have not found a solution together with [the ASY implementation 
manager], but I have put it on hold and said: ‘When you have found out how we are going to do it, 
we will do it that way, but until then I am not going to do anything different from what I usually do’ 
” {19:12}. 
 

7.2.1.2. ASY Unit Level 
In the opinion of the ASY senior VP, both a conflict of goals and a conflict of priorities existed 
between ASY and the BPIP, and reducing the level of ASY involvement was the means to reduce 
internal resistance. A VP was originally responsible for process improvement in ASY, but was not 
up to the task due to his other management obligations (responsibility for all ASY projects). The 
customer projects for which he was responsible were given higher priority than internal 
improvement efforts, and the implementation responsibility was reassigned to a new ASY 
implementation manager. In terms of the BPIP goals, the ASY senior VP challenged existing 
priorities. For example, he questioned the prioritization of Requirements Management over Risk 
Management. Given his reservations, he described the decision to reduce the number of projects 
participating in the implementation as prudent because it reduced the resistance to the BPIP in times 
of busyness. Said the ASY senior VP: “When I look back, I think it was the right thing to do 
because I think we would have received a much more negative response from the organization if we 
had tried to implement broadly at a time when people are extremely busy” {21:6}. 
 
According to the ASY implementation manager, the implementation suffered from a lack of 
management commitment which caused frustration. Aside from having neither the time nor the 
resources to implement the new processes, he emphasized the lack of participation during the initial 
phase of the BPIP as a problem. ASY was not adequately involved in the definition of the new 
processes. For various reasons, the communication between ASY and the PATs tasked with 
updating existing procedures and policies to ensure CMMI level 2 compliance was dissatisfactory 
and even counterproductive. As a consequence of ASY’s negligible influence on the end result, the 
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processes caused turbulence and were not well-received. Said the ASY implementation manager: 
“The people working in the PATs … the question is how many people from ASY have been 
involved. I am sure that we received an invitation. I just know that in relation to Configuration 
Management, for example, there was a lot of criticism from [an ASY opinion leader] concerning the 
output, and on the other hand the people on the PA team thought of him as rigid. Something went 
wrong … I think we got an invitation to participate in some working groups but declined, and then 
of course you end up with some results that do not fit your processes … There has been a great deal 
of turbulence” {49:4}. 
 
From an ASY SPI agent’s perspective (a VP involved in process implementation), some people 
failed to see the logic in some of the changes to existing practices which were considered sensible 
to begin with. He described it as damaging to implement such seemingly illogical processes. 
Consequently, in the choice between business and process improvement, meeting project deadlines 
was crucial. Said the ASY SPI agent: “How important is it to you that your project managers follow 
the TMS [processes] versus meeting the next deadline? Well, there is no doubt about the trade-off. I 
must admit that deadlines are important. No discussion about it, and they will continue to be. And 
as I have said before, I think there is a tendency for the BPIP to lull people to sleep” {31:9}. 
 

7.2.1.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, the BPIP was at odds with both the capabilities and 
management priorities in ASY. In terms of capabilities, the basic idea underlying the BPIP of 
tailoring standardized processes was problematic in an organization comprised of engineers lacking 
the ability to adapt such processes to individual circumstances. In terms of management priorities, 
ASY’s focus on customers and sales made spending time and resources on internal process 
improvement difficult. Consequently, the BPIP was of secondary importance, which can be 
illustrated by the following examples. First, resource shortage and time pressure in ASY made 
prioritization necessary, which resulted in a BPIP implementation stop. The ASY senior VP’s 
commitment disappeared when push came to shove. Second, the ASY senior VP had committed 
himself to appointing a team leader of the PAT responsible for updating the Requirements 
Management process, but he failed to deliver on that promise, and it remained an unresolved issue 
for the duration of the BPIP. Third, the focus on annual turnover and external customers made for 
poor BPIP conditions. ASY’s acceptance of a so-called quick reaction program (a fast track project) 
during the BPIP drained implementation resources and resulted in implementation delays. The 
prioritization of other tasks over the BPIP led to a lack of participation in defining the new 
processes, which not only made subsequent and extensive process adaptation necessary but also left 
important stakeholders out of the loop. At least two key figures, a VP and an opinion leader, were 
alienated through lack of involvement and this led to opposition. Said the corporate BPIP manager: 
“There are some people like [the ASY opinion leader] who make it a virtue to do things the usual 
way. This is the kind of people who should have been involved earlier … simply to make sure that 
he cannot make statements such as: ‘Configuration Management is moving away from military 
standards’. When he sends a mail to a lot of people – which incidentally he did – without 
substantiating it, people say: ‘That configuration management stuff is probably not any good. We 
should probably let it be for the time being’. … He has actually been their boss in ASY at one time, 
and they still listen to him. He is a strong opinion leader. He likes optimization, but is fairly 
conservative … so that has not promoted [implementation] in ASY” {41:1}. 
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According to corporate SPI agents, the two previously mentioned ASY stakeholders had significant 
influence on the BPIP implementation in ASY. The opinion leader was characterized by corporate 
SPI agent#1 as the person who set the tone and as the one who determined whether new processes 
were adopted by people or not. Corporate SPI agent#2 referred to the VP as a skeptic with the 
power to push new initiatives through if he was convinced of their value. Corporate SPI agent#4 
described the VP, who was the boss of the implementation responsible project managers, as 
someone who compared to the ASY implementation manager did not call for process improvements 
Said corporate SPI agent#4: “They have the same problem in [ASY] because [the VP] is not very 
systematic. He is the type of person who is focused on action. So they have the same problem with 
commitment” {17:13}. 
 

7.2.1.4. Results 
There was a misalignment or even conflict between ASY’s business strategy and the strategic focus 
on process improvement at the corporate level. The BPIP implementation process within ASY was 
negatively impacted by a strategic decision to accept a fast track project for an important customer 
during the BPIP implementation. The situation was exacerbated further by lack of resources, and 
management decided to give priority to external customer needs over internal process improvement 
(the BPIP). The initially ambitious process implementation plan was therefore scaled back. Thus, a 
conflict between the strategies pursued at the corporate and business unit levels became manifest 
and influenced the level of commitment to, and the resources spent on, the BPIP in ASY. The ASY 
implementation manager was the only ‘pull’ force in ASY (with the notable exception of ASY 
PM#1). However, even the ASY implementation manager understood the conflict between 
corporate and unit level strategies and accepted the priorities made within ASY. In ASY, there were 
a number of stakeholders, e.g. middle managers, with the necessary powerbases to garner support 
for new projects. However, these stakeholders sowed seeds of skepticism towards the BPIP within 
ASY. The middle managers who were charged with project oversight were simply not convinced of 
the need for change and therefore did not see the BPIP as serving their interests. Furthermore, 
having crucial powerbases as owners of project resources, they negatively influenced participation 
in, and contributions to, the implementation process against the interests of the BPIP. By setting 
competing priorities and removing the necessary resources, they adversely affected the 
implementation process. As a project manager, ASY PM#2 found it difficult to ensure process 
compliance when his boss did not ascribe any value to it. Failing at both the corporate and the 
business unit levels to communicate the need for process improvement within ASY contributed to 
the emergence of a conflict of interests between the BPIP and ASY management. When senior 
corporate management stopped emphasizing the significance of the BPIP, the continued importance 
of the initiative was not relayed by the different levels of ASY management. This vacuum left 
project managers and others within ASY believing that the BPIP had come and gone. At the project 
level, there was a feeling of abandonment and a sense of the implementation process being adrift. 
Whereas ASY PM#1 attributed the resulting lack of implementation progress within ASY to 
insufficient communication at all levels of management, key corporate stakeholders (especially the 
corporate BPIP manager and corporate SPI agent#1) attributed the implementation slowdown to 
lack of commitment within ASY and to the conflict between strategies at the corporate and business 
unit levels. 
 
There were two competing perceptions of the same conflict, i.e. the conflict between ASY’s 
customer focus and the BPIP’s process focus. In ASY, it was emphasized that: (1) goals (the BPIP) 
and needs (ASY) were not well-aligned, (2) the BPIP support was inadequate, and (3) 
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communication about the BPIP was inadequate, i.e. the message did not reach the end users. At the 
corporate level, the conflict was blamed on: (1) lack of ASY commitment, (2) lack of ability to put 
the new processes into practice, and (3) lack of participation in the BPIP (both process definition 
and process implementation), for example in relation to the team tasked with updating the 
Requirements Management process which was without leadership for months because the ASY 
senior VP failed to appoint a team leader. It is interesting that none of the stakeholders perceived a 
manifest conflict, which explains why there were no attempts at negotiation. However, the decision 
to scale back their (ASY) involvement during the process implementation phase from initially 7 
projects to eventually 2 projects with subsequent acceptance by the corporate BPIP manager may be 
seen as evidence of negotiation of at least a latent conflict. 
 

7.2.2. Rationalist Process Politics in ASY 
Table 7.7 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of rationalist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in ASY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.7: Data on Rationalist Politics in ASY 
 

ASY project level ASY unit level Corporate level 
 

ASY PM#1 
 Software managers function as 

ambassadors → learning {18:3} 
 No BPIP focus on new projects 

→ process degeneration {18:5} 
 Busyness + no management 

attention / communication → 
implementation standstill {18:6} 

 Assessments → process 
adherence {18:12} 

 New processes not used in ASY 
{18:17} 

 
ASY PM#2 

 Implementation / terminology 
→ learning, confusion {19:1} 

 ASY implementation manager = 
unifying force {19:1} 

 Busyness → implementation 
standstill {19:2} 

 ASY implementation manager = 
driving force {19:3} 

 Project trouble → status 
meetings abandoned {19:4} 

 No status meetings → JIRA 
(SW) not used {19:5} 

 Work product descriptions 
regarded as valuable {19:8} 

 Non-valuable configuration 
management plan → not 
established {19:9} 

 Value of data management plan 
recognized eventually {19:9} 

 Successive superiors → 

 
ASY senior VP 

 Lack of resources → 
implementation downscaled 
{21:5} 

 Lack of profitability → 
incomplete process migration of 
platforms {21:8} 

 Lack of involvement in process 
definition → process adaptation 
{21:15} 

 Lack of resources → no 
involvement in process 
definition {21:16} 

 
ASY SPI agent 

 Pilot experiences not 
incorporated prior to 
implementation {31:1} 

 Lack of ASY management 
attention / resources {31:12} 

 Lack of institutionalization in 
ASY, pending wide 
implementation {31:16} 

 
ASY implementation manager 

 Busyness → implementation 
result {31:14} 

 Unrealistic implementation 
timetable, lack of commitment / 
resources {31:15} 

 No process knowledge → too 
short piloting schedule {49:1} 

 Internal vs. customer projects → 
BPIP postponed {49:5} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 RSKM on REQM in BPIP 
{1:11} 

 ASY senior VP responsible for 
REQM team leader {2:5} 

 ASY optimism but delays {3:3} 
 Implementation training → 

positive reaction {4:2} 
 ASY silence = no progress 

{4:6} 
 Natural causes → lack of 

implementation focus {5:7} 
 Status meetings not yet 

implemented {25:8} 
 Measurements → 

accountability, project managers 
not sustaining implementation 
momentum {25:11} 

 CMMI as nice vs. need to have 
{27:32} 

 ASY not adequately involved in 
implementation {27:37} 

 Implementation postponed 
{30:13} 

 ASY senior VP promised 
REQM resources {36:2} 

 Implementation focus greater 
than expected {36:9} 

 ASY strategy → fast track 
projects {36:18} 

 Crash projects as ASY 
livelihood {36:19} 
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expectations (process 
adherence) varying {19:13} 

 Management plan regarded as 
unreasonably time-consuming, 
infrequently used {19:14} 

 ASY SPI agent instrumental in 
implementation → request for 
status reports {19:15} 

 Stakeholder involvement plan 
regarded as of little value {19:16} 

 Lack of management focus → 
processes inadequately 
implemented {49:6} 

 Example of inadequate BPIP 
resource use = configuration 
management plan {49:8} 

 Status meetings not 
institutionalized {49:9} 

 Limited implementation → 
BPIP value / flexibility 
unknown {49:10}, {49:11} 

    
 

7.2.2.1. ASY Project Level 
From ASY PM#1’s perspective, the decision to implement the new processes was based on a value 
judgment of the BPIP. The new processes facilitated an increase in job satisfaction among project 
participants by helping them perform their tasks. Employees who had participated in the project 
became process agents by bringing their experiences to other projects. However, in most parts of 
the organization, it was business as usual. When the process definition phase of the BPIP (phase 1) 
ended, communication ceased and the visibility of the BPIP faded. Practices degenerated. The new 
processes were no longer used. Busyness contributed to an implementation standstill. Said ASY 
PM#1: “In the beginning of 2006, most people had finished their tasks [in the context of process 
definition] and then the messages stopped, and I do not know, but I think ASY was busy. And the 
consequence was that we lost touch with what was going on. And the leaders stopped talking about 
it. And then everything came to a standstill {18:6} … We have launched a new project in ASY after 
this, and there was no focus on the BPIP in achieving its results. It was business as usual. They had 
to write a management plan, and they had to do it as quickly as possible. Preferably, they had to 
make as few plans as possible. It was very sad to witness” {18:5}. 
 
In ASY PM#2’s eyes, the implementation of the new processes was planned by the ASY 
implementation manager with input from the implementation responsible project managers. The 
plan was, however, challenged by the circumstances surrounding the implementation. His own 
situation, the ASY business climate, and his judgment of the value of the processes affected the 
implementation. In terms of his own situation, he was a newly appointed project manager who 
could not make head nor tail of the new processes – some of which were still in preparation. 
Additionally, organizational turbulence resulted in him being caught between successive superiors – 
some of whom expected process adherence from him while others did not. Only when a new VP 
took over the department were status reports (part of the new processes) required of the project 
managers. However, when his project got into trouble, project status reporting was canceled and not 
resumed again once the project got back on track. This decision had a negative impact on project 
management. For example, the management tool for handling project issues was no longer used 
because these issues were not being discussed at project status meetings. In terms of the ASY 
business climate, busyness forced the implementation to a standstill. As regards his judgment of the 
value of the processes, ASY PM#2 saw no value in many of the new processes with the notable 
exception of the new work product descriptions. For this reason, a configuration management plan 
was not established, and the data management plan was initially seen as nonsense, though it proved 
to be of value when new people joined the project. Also, the stakeholder involvement plan was seen 
as being of no value, and the management plan was regarded as unreasonably time-consuming. Said 
ASY PM#2: “I had many discussions with [the corporate BPIP manager] about the content of the 
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management plan. Text was added, and then we had a meeting, and then it was deleted, and then 
another meeting, and then it was added again. At that time, I thought it required an unreasonable 
amount of time to write the management plan. I would not say that it has been lying on a shelf, 
because it has not, but on the other hand, it has not been used much” {19:14}. 
 

7.2.2.2. ASY Unit Level 
According to the ASY senior VP, the level of involvement in the BPIP implementation was 
determined by two factors. First, there was a trade-off between effort and value in moving existing 
projects to more mature processes, e.g. by updating existing plans to new templates, and it was 
decided to focus the BPIP implementation on new projects only. Second, the resources needed for 
BPIP participation were lacking, which had consequences for the participation during both process 
definition and process implementation. Because management resources were tied up elsewhere, 
ASY had little influence on process definition and had to live with the consequences afterwards, i.e. 
the need for process adaptation. Also, process implementation was limited to a couple of projects, 
although wider implementation was initially planned. Said the ASY senior VP: “We have had to 
limit ourselves to a few projects and place all our effort there … and then we have guarded them, so 
that it would work out. But basically the intention was to spread it to the whole area … We actually 
wanted to, but we have had a hard time deciding how to do it, with all the other things we also had 
to do” {21:6}. 
 
From the ASY implementation manager’s perspective, the implementation result was attributable to 
ASY’s prioritization of tasks and to the overall BPIP implementation plan. The (constant) state of 
busyness led to priorities having to be set, and in this struggle for management attention, the BPIP 
lost. The basis for internal development projects like the BPIP was poor compared to customer 
projects because priority was given to the latter. For the same reason, process implementation was 
not a management priority, and due to lack of management attention, it took a long time for 
processes to spread and sink in. A forced implementation timetable did not help matters. Given the 
lack of prior knowledge of the new processes (since ASY had not contributed to their development), 
the time set aside for piloting the new processes was too short to ensure learning. The overall 
implementation timetable was unrealistic, which added to the problems of having inadequate 
resources and a lack of commitment. The failure to adopt the configuration management plan 
served as an example of not enough time being spent on process implementation in ASY. Another 
example of processes not having been implemented was project status meetings. These examples 
demonstrated lack of process institutionalization. In fact, because many processes had not yet been 
implemented, the ASY implementation manager was uncertain about their value. Said the ASY 
implementation manager: “There is not a clear picture. We have not implemented it. Not enough 
energy has been spent on it. There are some positive elements in it though {49:10} … We have 
simply not worked enough with it to say something about [the flexibility of the processes]” 
{49:11}. 
 
In the opinion of an ASY SPI agent (a VP), several problems hit the BPIP implementation in ASY. 
For one thing, the experiences of the pilot projects – one being from ASY – were not collected and 
utilized in updating the newly defined processes before the wider implementation. Also, it took time 
for management to realize that resources were needed for process implementation and that it was 
not just part of normal project activities. As a consequence, management attention and resources 
were inadequate. Last, but not least, although processes were implemented in two projects, the 
processes were not institutionalized as standard practice in ASY. Said the ASY SPI agent: “[The 
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BPIP] has become part of business as usual on the two projects after we have cut the processes to 
size. We have drawn some lessons from it … the two projects have been very active in discussing a 
lot of things, but we still have not disseminated it – told others about the experiences from the two 
projects” {31:16}. 
 

7.2.2.3. Corporate Level 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, the BPIP implementation was characterized by delays 
and slow progress. The absence of implementation related questions and requests for 
implementation guidance was interpreted as evidence of no progress being made. Measurements 
were mentioned as a necessary means to ensure progress by holding ASY management accountable 
for project performance. The project managers were not capable of driving the implementation 
process themselves. The BPIP was not a management priority, which was not only evident from the 
lack of implementation focus, but was also apparent during process definition. In terms of process 
definition, the ASY senior VP had been given the responsibility of assigning a leader to the PAT 
tasked with updating the Requirements Management process, but he neglected repeatedly to do so. 
In terms of the lack of implementation focus, it had been suggested that ASY should schedule 
weekly meetings similar to those of ISY to maintain implementation focus, but such meetings were 
never held. However, the corporate BPIP manager attributed this to natural causes. The ASY 
business strategy was one such natural cause. Being able to execute fast track projects (also known 
as quick reaction programs) and respond quickly to customer needs was part of the business 
strategy. Responsiveness sometimes required the organization to put other obligations on hold, 
including the BPIP, to be able to cater to customers’ need for speed in product delivery. Said the 
corporate BPIP manager: “As part of their strategy, ASY has the ability to do [fast track projects] 
{36:18} … There is a big difference between a business unit like ASY whose livelihood it is to do 
crash projects all the time, and RSY who makes products, and ISY who does very large projects. 
The question is whether they can have the same values” {36:19}. 
 

7.2.2.4. Results 
Generally speaking, the new processes needed to be adapted to ASY during the implementation 
process. ASY management realized that their decision to limit the organization’s participation 
during phase 1 of the BPIP had increased the need for process tailoring because the processes did 
not adequately reflect ASY needs. Moreover, the lack of participation during BPIP phase 1 resulted 
in ASY employees being inadequately trained to implement the new processes in practice. On the 
one hand, ASY management recognized that it would have been beneficial to have participated 
more actively in the BPIP both in terms of process definition (contributing to the PATs) and process 
implementation (implementing processes more widely). On the other hand, they remained unwilling 
to make the necessary sacrifices. Business was important. The BPIP was less important. Therefore, 
it came as no surprise that ASY decided to scale down their involvement during phase 2 of the BPIP 
by reducing the number of participating projects to relieve the strain on organizational resources. 
ASY’s business goals weighed heavily on this decision, i.e. a value judgment about the benefits of 
meeting customer expectations versus participating in the BPIP.102

                                                 
102 Both the ASY senior VP and an ASY SPI agent (a VP) voiced sober reflections about the benefits that they might 
have achieved had they chosen to participate more actively in the BPIP. For example, participation during phase 1 
might have ensured better alignment between processes and daily practice. Also, more resources, greater management 
attention, and more pilots might have eased implementation. However, decisions were made along the way, reflecting 
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At the project level, the two participating project managers arrived at different decisions in terms of 
whether or not to pursue process implementation. For his part, ASY PM#2 decided not to 
implement several of the new processes. Three factors influenced this decision: (1) the value of the 
new processes was not readily visible, (2) successive superiors did not see the BPIP as a goal on 
equal footing with other priorities, and (3) the project was sidetracked, which led ASY PM#2 to 
abandon the process implementation efforts in favor of trying to get the project back on track. For 
his part, ASY PM#1 decided to implement the new processes to the letter. This decision was 
affected by the identified value of process adherence, including increased job satisfaction and 
boosted self-confidence among project participants in their abilities to perform their tasks. Despite 
obvious differences between the two projects, the project managers shared some opinions about the 
BPIP. They agreed that it was not moving as fast as planned, and that it received less attention than 
expected. The result was a de facto implementation standstill. Consequently, they shared a sober 
view of a project, i.e. the BPIP, that was not progressing as planned and the underlying reasons. In 
this way, their status accounts were very rational. 
 
The ASY implementation manager strove faithfully to assist the participating projects in putting the 
new processes into practice, but admitted to being frustrated by circumstances that did not allow 
him to spend enough time on coaching. In his eyes, the process implementation suffered from an 
unrealistic timetable and a lack of commitment and resources attributable to busyness and business 
priorities. He did not, however, challenge the decisions that were based on the formal authority 
structure, but accepted ASY management’s value judgment and coped accordingly. Consequently, 
results were meager, and the new processes were not institutionalized as confirmed by the 
participating project managers. 
 
The corporate BPIP manager acknowledged the resource strain on ASY and was aware of the 
business unit’s lack of implementation progress. He recognized the risks associated with process 
implementation in ASY, and he identified the need to ensure progress by holding ASY management 
accountable through assessments. Although the corporate BPIP manager saw evidence of a lack of 
implementation progress in ASY, e.g. silence (no news equaled bad news) and status meetings not 
being held, he perceived the situation as understandable and predictable (even natural, refraining 
him from doing anything to remedy the situation) under the circumstances. Therefore, he made no 
decision to intervene, but expressed hope that assessments would ensure progress. 
 

7.2.3. Interpretive Process Politics in ASY 
Table 7.8 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of interpretive politics in 
the BPIP implementation in ASY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                                                                                  
the perceived lesser importance of the BPIP vis-à-vis other business objectives. Consequently, the current situation was 
less than optimal, but it was the result of conscious decisions. 
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Table 7.8: Data on Interpretive Politics in ASY 
 

ASY project level ASY unit level Corporate level 
 

ASY PM#1 
 Process maturity → project 

participants’ self-confidence 
increasing {18:2} 

 Project → precedence 
(department standard) {18:4} 

 Common understanding, 
safeguard against standard ASY 
practice {18:7} 

 Project participants committed 
to processes {18:8} 

 Process maturity → job 
satisfaction {18:10} 

 
ASY PM#2 

 BPIP as contrast to standard 
ASY practice {19:7} 

 Assessments → BPIP perceived 
as academic exercise {19:10} 

 Processes = abstract, academic 
{19:11} 

 
ASY senior VP 

 ASY unique due to legacy 
platforms {21:7} 

 Incomplete processes + feeling 
of abandonment → frustration 
{21:9} 

 ASY transformation due to 
problems {21:12} 

 Problems, e.g. portfolio 
management, not addressed by 
CMMI {21:13} 

 BUs more alike than not 
{21:17} 

 
ASY implementation manager 

 Self-image: proud, process 
champion, lost cause {31:10} 

 Implementation against odds, 
his doing {49:2} 

 Self-image: lone rider, self-
taught coach {49:3} 

 Self-image: driving force, 
committed but forced to set 
other priorities → irritation 
{49:7} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 ASY engineers incapable of 
generic process adaptation 
{1:23} 

 Process guidance needed 
(engineers) {4:14} 

 BUs similar → ASY approach 
{27:32} 

 ASY senior VP not in touch 
{29:19} 

 Original implementation plan 
regarded as ambitious {31:2} 

 ASY mature but poor 
administration {36:8} 

 Perceived increased project 
overhead because of BPIP 
{37:5} 

 VP vs. VP, supporter vs. non-
supporter {37:7} 

 Busyness regarded as main 
problem {37:7} 

 ASY PM#1 no process 
missionary {37:11} 

 VP admits lack of BPIP phase 1 
involvement {37:19} 

 
Corporate SPI agent #1 

 Process maturity dependent on 
assessment data type {3:5} 

 
Corporate SPI agent #2 

 ASY PM#1 = dedicated project 
manager {31:17} 

 
Corporate SPI agent #3 

 ASY senior VP regarded as 
obliging {27:20} 

    
 

7.2.3.1. ASY Project Level 
From ASY PM#1’s perspective, the implementation of new processes created a new project reality 
which stood in stark contrast to standard practice in ASY. The implementation bred self-confidence 
and pride as people felt that they had contributed to establishing an alternative to business as usual 
in ASY, and it set a precedent for all future projects. The implementation made processes more 
operational compared to the procedures of the TMS, and subsequent projects in his department used 
his plans and other management documents as a yardstick and starting point for their 
implementation. People were committed to the new processes because of their perceived value. 
Among other things, the ability to make qualified decisions during the project life cycle fostered job 
satisfaction. Said ASY PM#1: “I actually believe it is very important to make people feel that they 
are the best at what they do, to make them feel that they are world class in everything they do. That 
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is more important than making sure we have nice offices, or that we get all sorts of perks, because 
here lies the greatest potential for value creation for the company – if people have that job 
satisfaction. That is what I believe, and that is also what I see here. After we have started doing 
these things, people have gotten their self-confidence back and feel that they are doing things that 
they are damned good at. They are on top of things. I sense that in them” {18:10}. 
 
In the opinion of ASY PM#2, the new processes created a bulwark against standard practice in 
ASY. However, the new processes were not readily usable and were perceived as somewhat 
abstract and academic. The periodic assessments contributed to this socially constructed image of 
the BPIP. For example, unfamiliar terminology used in the questionnaires made for a negative 
reaction. Said PM#2: “The questionnaire is a good example of bad will having been created towards 
the BPIP because of that questionnaire. All in all, the problem was that it was rolled out to a lot of 
people and that the terminology was different from the one that people were used to, and the 
consequence was that a lot of things seemed very alien, though they might not have been, but 
because some unfamiliar words were used {19:10} … the attitude of many people, perhaps 
including myself, was that it was very academic and had nothing to do with what we really did. 
That is very unfortunate because it is relevant” {19:11}. 
 

7.2.3.2. ASY Unit Level 
According to the ASY senior VP, similarities between the business units made standardization of 
processes possible. However, from his perspective, ASY was also different from the other 
organizations because their many legacy products introduced constraints and dependencies when 
developing new systems. These legacy products were seen as hampering the introduction and 
implementation of new processes. Moreover, the ASY senior VP did not perceive the CMMI as a 
remedy for the most pressing problems in ASY, including busyness, portfolio management, and a 
hostile work environment. Thus, the BPIP was not well-aligned with the ASY senior VP’s 
perception of problems and challenges in ASY. Said the ASY senior VP: “What we are struggling 
with is how the hell we are to dimension ourselves properly to our tasks. And you can say it is not 
just a question of estimation. We do not hit the target by being systematic. If we estimate, there are 
examples of us hitting the target, but in most cases, we do not. The problem is handling the next 
thing, the change between things, and the dynamics of things … The challenge is handling the 
interdependencies with future projects. We are doing two things now. For one, we determine how 
many employees we need, and then we try to hire more. In parallel, we have worked persistently to 
implement a new risk management methodology” {21:13}. 
 
From the ASY implementation manager’s perspective, there was no ASY pull for new and 
improved processes – himself being an exception. In addition, the prioritization of other tasks by 
management was an obstacle to the BPIP. As a result of time pressure, people were not able to 
spend the necessary time on process implementation. Another obstacle was lack of implementation 
support. Corporate presence and coaching were inadequate. He described himself as having been 
abandoned and as ill-equipped to take on the role as coach. Despite the circumstances, he strove to 
put the new processes into practice. He regarded himself as committed to the BPIP, but was irritated 
by the lack of time because people above him had other priorities. Said the ASY implementation 
manager: “I am the kind of person who takes ownership. I was appointed, and it irritated me 
immensely that I have been burdened by a billion other things so that I had to give this a lower 
priority. It is a question of achieving results. As the kind of person I am, I would like to achieve 
results, but I have been forced to give a higher priority to other things … Not everybody has this 
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kind of commitment. I have been the driving force behind many things here; it is not my bosses 
breathing down my neck” {49:7}. 
 

7.2.3.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, the implementation in ASY, which had initially been 
described as ambitious, was impeded by several different circumstances. First, despite the tacit 
support from some ASY stakeholders (at least one VP), the workload in ASY made day-to-day 
business the number one priority. Second, the BPIP was generally seen as increasing the overhead 
costs, i.e. an additional project cost. Third, the ASY senior VP still lacked a broad view of things 
after having been appointed business director of ASY. Fourth, ASY’s lack of contribution to and 
participation in defining the new processes (during BPIP phase 1) created implementation 
difficulties. Fifth, ASY PM#1 whose project was originally envisioned as the implementation 
flagship for Terma did not do enough missionary work, and failed to become a role model by 
isolating himself from the rest of the organization. Sixth, the engineers in ASY lacked the ability to 
adapt generic processes and needed more implementation guidance and more detailed process 
descriptions than other groups of employees. All in all, ASY was seen as more mature than 
anticipated, but failed to use that maturity during project execution. Said the corporate BPIP 
manager: “The problem is that they cannot pick out things [from processes] and use these. 
Engineers want everything or nothing. If they find one part that they cannot use, they throw it all 
away {1:23} … ASY has proven to be further along than we thought. I just think they are bad at 
administering it. Formally, they have been in pretty good shape, but have failed to take advantage of 
this – just as you can run projects at [CMMI] level 2, but still do a very poor job” {36:8}. 
 

7.2.3.4. Results 
While paying lip service to the mantra that all business units were more alike than different, making 
process standardization desirable, the ASY senior VP did not perceive the BPIP to be well-aligned 
with existing ASY problems and challenges, e.g. portfolio management. The AES implementation 
manager recognized that the BPIP did not rank high on the list of priorities in ASY and he accepted 
(or rather bowed to) the perception of reality promoted by the ASY senior VP and others. In some 
ways, he even reinforced their ongoing social construction by creating an image of himself as a lone 
rider and process champion who strove to implement new processes against all odds. On the one 
hand, the AES implementation manager reaffirmed the prevailing perception in ASY of failing 
management commitment to the BPIP. On the other hand, he also expressed some resistance to the 
prevailing perception. He was, however, not able to present and promote himself and his activities 
as a credible alternative that could rally support for the process innovation cause. At the project 
level, two different perceptions of the BPIP existed side by side within ASY. In one project, the 
BPIP was experienced as an academic exercise that did not create much of real value. This 
perception supported the ASY senior VP’s view. In another project, the BPIP was experienced as 
contributing to a better work climate with enhanced job satisfaction and self-confidence among 
employees. This alternative perception of reality challenged the aforementioned view of the ASY 
senior VP. However, the frustration that ASY PM#1 expressed in relation to process degeneration 
and lack of commitment on the part of management suggested that the alternative perception did not 
effectively challenge the dominating view of the BPIP in ASY. The corporate BPIP manager shared 
the ASY senior VP’s perception of busyness in ASY. He offered, however, his own interpretation 
of the lack of implementation progress in ASY as caused by the engineers not being able to adapt 
the generic processes offered by the BPIP to the unique conditions of their projects. According to 
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the corporate BPIP manager, AES PM#1 – as the local process champion – was not able to promote 
implementation by demonstrating how it could be done. He simply was not the unifying force that 
he was intended to be. Additionally, the corporate BPIP manager expressed his perception of the 
AES senior VP as insufficiently in touch with reality to be a forceful symbol of change. 
 
Joint sensemaking within ASY and at the corporate level created and maintained the dominating 
view that busyness and lack of commitment to the project accounted for the implementation 
problems and subsequent implementation delay within ASY. All in all, there were many different, 
partially contradictory attempts at social construction and sensemaking of the BPIP within ASY. In 
fact, the diversity of perceptions neither of which was capable of transforming or effectively 
challenging the dominating rationale for lack of implementation progress is remarkable. Part of the 
explanation for the failure in ASY can be found within this perspective, namely the lack of ‘troop 
gathering’, i.e. the inability to unite in commitment to the BPIP. Consequently, the outcome of the 
BPIP in ASY is explained by the contradiction between the external CMMI movement and internal 
management priorities in ASY. 
 

7.2.4. Radical Process Politics in ASY 
Table 7.9 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of radical politics in the 
BPIP implementation in ASY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.9: Data on Radical Politics in ASY 
 

ASY project level ASY unit level Corporate level 
 

ASY PM#1 
 ‘Waivers’ → process 

requirements ignored {18:11} 
 Process adherence as cost vs. 

help {18:13} 
 

ASY PM#2 
 Emphasis on ASY vs. BPIP 

terminology = CMMI 
(ideological) opposition {19:12} 

 Assessments → BPIP 
opposition {19:10} 

 
ASY senior VP 

 CMMI / process maturity 
desirable, defense industry 
standard {21:1} 

 CMMI as SPI tool but no market 
value {21:2} 

 No CMMI certification → 
contract waivers → CMMI as 
market demand? {21:3} 

 CMMI certification = symbol 
(industry player) {21:4} 

 
The CEO 

 CMMI need not realized in ASY 
{9:7} 

 Contract / customer demands → 
CMMI level 3 necessary {33:4} 

 CMMI non-negotiable {33:5} 
 

Corporate BPIP manager 
 BPIP feasibility in ASY?, 

ideological conflict: computer 
scientists vs. engineers {1:23} 

 Need for process details: 
computer scientists vs. engineers 
{4:14} 

 CMMI perceived as non-
essential for ASY {27:32} 

 CEO: CMMI = competition 
parameter {32:3} 

    
 

7.2.4.1. ASY Project Level 
According to ASY PM#1, the CMMI ideology underlying the BPIP was undermined by loose 
process descriptions and opposed by middle management. Process adherence and process 
standardization were seen as means to increase the process maturity of the organization, i.e. to 
improve predictability and efficiency in project execution through various control mechanisms. 
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However, loopholes such as disclaimers and waivers made it possible to circumvent the process 
requirements and thereby – knowingly or unknowingly – oppose the CMMI ideology. Opposition 
manifested itself even more clearly in the statements and attitudes of some middle managers who 
fought to limit the amount of project planning. Said ASY PM#1: “It is no use that a middle manager 
can say that in Terma’s project fitness measurements, it is good to have a score of, for example, 3.2 
because if you score higher than 3.2, you have done too much” {18:13}. 
 
From ASY PM#2’s perspective, the BPIP met with opposition. Differences between the BPIP and 
ASY in terms of terminology became a focal point for criticism and an excuse for not implementing 
the new processes. For example, he chose not to prepare a configuration management plan during 
the BPIP implementation citing lack of clarity. Assessment questionnaires presented a new 
terminology and created resentment towards the BPIP. By attacking the terminology, he also 
attacked the CMMI ideology whose vocabulary was simply translated and used in the 
questionnaires. Said ASY PM#2: “It is a perfect example of opposition being created towards the 
BPIP because of this questionnaire. In the end, the problem was having sent it out to a lot of people 
and the terminology being different from what they are used to, and that made a lot of things seem 
unfamiliar” {19:10}. 
 

7.2.4.2. ASY Unit Level 
In the opinion of the ASY senior VP, the CMMI was an important but non-essential part of the 
military-industrial complex that ASY is part of. His statements revealed an ambiguous attitude 
towards and hesitant support for the CMMI ideology. On the one hand, he referred to the CMMI as 
important to the industry and as the model of choice. ASY had been in situations in the past where 
CMMI certification was a prerequisite for entering into a contract, which underscored the perceived 
importance of the model. His statements indicated an acceptance of the CMMI rhetoric in the sense 
that he emphasized the value of the CMMI as both a benchmarking tool and a model for process 
improvement, which was in keeping with the SEI sales pitch. On the other hand, the ASY senior VP 
described CMMI certification as being of no importance. ASY had previously been able to bypass 
requirements for proof of process maturity through waivers. ASY’s track record portrayed the 
business unit as a credible business partner, much like a high CMMI maturity rating would 
(fulfilling the same purpose). Thus, support for the CMMI ideology was hesitant. Said the ASY 
senior VP: “[The CMMI] is non-essential. We would like to have it, but if you ask if I could argue 
that we have lost an order because of it, I cannot {21:3} … It is okay, but it cannot be used for 
much else than to indicate that you are a player within the industry. If we write that on a daily basis, 
we have 1700 aircrafts in the war in Iraq and Afghanistan, and that they are operated by Americans, 
as we speak, we accomplish by and large the same effect: We are a member of the club” {21:4}. 
 
According to the ASY implementation manager, the CMMI was not a management priority as 
demonstrated by the lack of time and resources for the BPIP implementation. The low priority given 
to the BPIP, for example in comparison with customer projects, confirmed the CMMI as something 
nice but not necessary to have. 
 

7.2.4.3. Corporate Level 
From the CEO’s perspective, the CMMI was part of the solution to the problems facing Terma 
during contract negotiations, including getting an overview and an understanding of the 
implications of the projects being negotiated. Increasing efficiency was one benefit expected to 
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accrue from the BPIP. Catching up with the competitors was another reason for pursuing the 
CMMI, and although it had not dawned on ASY management, the CEO anticipated CMMI 
certification to be a future standard and market demand. Furthermore, even though ASY had not 
come to realize the need for the CMMI, its corporate-wide implementation was not an issue open to 
debate. Thus, the CEO accepted the CMMI as a management tool for increasing control and 
efficiency, i.e. the CMMI ideology. Said the CEO: “We simply cannot deliver to certain [customer] 
segments if we are not at [CMMI] level 3. At the moment, we are delivering because we have 
promised the customer that we are on the way to level 3. So we must have it … It quickly becomes 
a reality in ASY. They just have not realized it yet {9:7} … There are certain issues where I am 
actually saying: ‘This is not open for discussion. It just has to be done – be it CMMI or CRM’ ” 
{33:5}. 
 
In the corporate BPIP manager’s eyes, the CEO was adamant that ASY had a pressing need for the 
CMMI, exemplified by the reprimanding of the quality director when he suggested otherwise. The 
CMMI was considered an important competitive parameter. In contrast, ASY viewed the CMMI as 
worthwhile but not vital to their business. For his own part, he did not consider it an issue whether 
or not to pursue the CMMI, but expressed reservations about the applicability of standardized 
processes (cf. the CMMI ideology) as a universal management tool. He contrasted the ability of 
software developers in ISY to adopt generic processes to the lack of ability among ASY engineers 
to do the same. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “It varies quite a lot which level people expect. 
That is, ISY can actually read a process description whereas if you take ASY, it has to be very 
detailed if they are going to be using it for anything” {4:14}. 
 

7.2.4.4. Results 
At the project level, ASY PM#2’s failure to put certain processes into practice revealed his 
opposition to the CMMI ideology. He cited fundamental differences between BPIP and ASY 
concepts as the reason for shelving Configuration Management as part of the new process 
requirements. His unwillingness to adopt Configuration Management was one of several indications 
of his resistance towards the BPIP ideology. ASY PM#1’s unfailing support of the BPIP 
demonstrated his commitment to the CMMI ideology. His statements regarding the value of the 
BPIP mimicked the CMMI sales speech and expressed faith in the management control mechanisms 
offered by the model. At the business unit level, the ASY senior VP expressed ambivalence when it 
came to the necessity of CMMI certification. On the one hand, he supported the underlying 
management ideology and the prevailing discourse on process maturity by emphasizing the CMMI 
as desirable but non-essential within the military industry. As a consequence, he described the 
CMMI as a symbol of being an important industry player. On the other hand, he emphasized the 
fact that by using contract waivers, Terma in general and ASY in particular had been able to get by 
for years without having a CMMI certificate. Besides, Terma’s track record accomplished the same 
level of trust as a CMMI rating. In summary, the ASY senior VP understood and was in principle 
favorably disposed towards the CMMI, but he was evasive and hesitant when it came to the 
specifics and practicality of the model. The model was therefore not seen as a necessity because 
past experiences had taught him that existing practices were okay and would likely continue to 
work in the future. At the corporate level, the CEO had on several occasions described the CMMI 
as an important competition parameter, though he acknowledged that ASY had not realized this. 
These statements suggest an implicit strategy of oppression and a need for coercion of ASY (“I am 
the CEO. I know best”). For his part, the corporate BPIP manager expressed skepticism about the 
likelihood of BPIP success in ASY due to important differences between computer scientists (in 
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other parts of the organization) and engineers in ASY with respect to their ability to put abstract and 
generic processes into practice. In his eyes, the engineers required a level of precision and detail 
that was not feasible when writing process descriptions. In this way, he also expressed his 
trepidation and skepticism about the employees’ support for the CMMI ideology and he saw the 
implementation process as a struggle. Ideological disagreement (both in relation to the CMMI and 
how to improve practice within various engineering disciplines) between corporate and ASY was 
evident, but it was a latent conflict that did not manifest itself in an open struggle where one side 
tried to use ideology as a means of oppression. On the contrary, the different ideologies played out 
through actors’ isolated statements that were allowed to go unchallenged. 
 

7.2.5. Within-case Synthesis 
Each of the four political perspectives contributes in varying degrees to the explanation of the BPIP 
implementation process and outcome in ASY. In this subsection, I will emphasize the contribution 
of each perspective but also point out their limitations. Furthermore, I will discuss the explanatory 
power of each of the four political perspectives for the BPIP implementation in ASY. 
 
The pluralist perspective helps explain ASY’s limited participation in the BPIP and modest process 
implementation results. The pluralist perspective does not, however, help explain why one project 
manager (ASY PM#1) nevertheless decided to give priority to putting the new processes into 
practice and succeeded. There was a conflict of interests between the goals and process focus of the 
BPIP on the one hand and the strategic interests and customer focus of ASY on the other hand. The 
conflicting interests between the stakeholders involved were expressed on several occasions during 
the BPIP and solutions were negotiated. The ASY senior VP challenged corporate priorities (both in 
terms of whether or not to spend time and resources improving processes and in terms of whether 
the processes needed improvement) and gave higher priority to customer projects in ASY, which 
resulted in a lack of management commitment to, and employee participation in, the BPIP. Despite 
frustration, the ASY implementation manager accepted the state of affairs, and the project managers 
were content with doing business as usual. In the end, differences in powerbases between the 
stakeholders involved influenced the implementation process and its outcomes in the sense that the 
corporate BPIP manager and his closest ally, ASY PM#1, had no means of influencing neither the 
ASY business goals and strategy nor the ASY senior VP’s priorities. The corporate BPIP manager 
was, therefore, forced to accept ASY’s reluctance to appoint a Requirements Management PAT 
leader and their decision to scale down their BPIP involvement during the implementation process.  
 
The rationalist perspective helps explain the actions of the ASY implementation manager and ASY 
PM#1. The rationalist perspective does not, however, help explain the lack of commitment to the 
BPIP in ASY in general. ASY PM#1 and ASY PM#2 arrived at different value judgments in 
evaluating the new processes. Whereas ASY PM#1 saw value in the processes, for example in the 
form of job satisfaction, ASY PM#2 saw little value in the processes. And whereas ASY PM#1 
strove towards the goal of CMMI process compliance and relied on process maturity assessments as 
a means of progress evaluation during the BPIP, ASY PM#2 responded to the demands of 
successive superiors and used their attitude towards the BPIP as a measure for his BPIP 
participation. The actions of the ASY senior VP were not consistent with a rational execution of the 
BPIP implementation. He used his authority based on legitimate and formal structures (i.e. his role 
in the organizational hierarchy) to limit ASY’s involvement in the BPIP. The decision making 
process underlying his actions included a judgment of the trade-off between the value and cost of 
process implementation. The ASY implementation manager accepted management priorities and 
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pursued the BPIP implementation despite the lack of resources, including time, and ASY 
commitment. For his part, the corporate BPIP manager recognized competing ASY priorities and 
acted accordingly. In his status reporting, he flagged ASY’s failure to honor agreements and follow 
suggested courses of action, e.g. the failure to appoint a Requirements Management PAT leader and 
to hold project status meetings, and he put his trust in process maturity assessments as a means of 
showing non-compliance with the new processes. 
 
The interpretive perspective helps explain why some of the organizational members, in particular 
ASY PM#1 and the ASY implementation manager, supported the BPIP initiative. The interpretive 
perspective does not, however, help explain the process and outcome of the BPIP implementation in 
ASY. Competing social constructions of reality existed side by side. On the one hand, ASY PM#1 
spoke of his experiences of implementing the new processes and described the subsequent change 
in work climate, i.e. he described a project reality characterized (thanks to the BPIP) by job 
satisfaction and self-confidence. The ASY implementation manager contributed to the positive 
image of the BPIP presented by ASY PM#1. Like everyone else, he tried to make sense of the 
implementation process based on past experiences and symbolic expressions. Confronted with the 
contradictory demands of process implementation and low resource use, he portrayed himself as a 
process champion fighting for improvements despite poor odds. On the other hand, both ASY 
PM#2 and the ASY senior VP contributed to a perception of the BPIP as out of touch with reality in 
ASY. For his part, the ASY senior VP depicted ASY as unique compared to the other business units 
and the new processes were, consequently, not applicable. For his part, ASY PM#2 painted a 
picture of the BPIP as academic and out of touch with reality in ASY. The corporate BPIP manager 
offered a third view of reality by arguing that implementation resistance was in part due to the 
inability of ASY employees to adopt generic processes. All organizational members used symbols 
to socially construct the process and influence the outcome of the BPIP implementation. For 
example, the corporate BPIP manager used the image of non-process oriented engineers to drive 
home his point about the ASY employees. 
 
The radical perspective helps explain the ambivalence towards the CMMI and, hence, the BPIP. 
The radical perspective does not, however, help explain the lack of ideological oppression despite 
attempts at emancipation (struggles against the CMMI ideology). The ASY senior VP was 
influenced by the CMMI ideology and practices as evidenced by his support for the underlying 
management philosophy. He did not, however, give in to the dominating discourse (CMMI 
certification as a necessity) within the defense industry (environmental constraint), but questioned 
the business value of CMMI certification. Both he and the ASY implementation manager regarded 
the CMMI as nice but not necessary to have. Meanwhile, the CMMI was resisted at the project 
management level (with the exception of ASY PM#1) as indicated by attempts to limit the amount 
of project planning and by attacks on CMMI concepts. The potential conflict between 
management’s desire for increased control (the CMMI ideology and practices) and project 
managers not wanting an increase in the administrative burden never materialized. The BPIP was 
given low priority by ASY management. This decision met with little opposition (attempt at 
oppression) at the corporate level, despite the CEO’s view of the CMMI as a management tool for 
increasing control and efficiency, because the corporate BPIP manager himself had reservations 
about the applicability of universal processes. 
 
The analyses reveal that each of the four political perspectives contributes to an explanation of the 
BPIP implementation process and outcome in ASY. As illustrated by Table 7.10, each perspective 
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answers some questions while leaving others unanswered. Despite their differences, the 
perspectives complement each other. 
 

Table 7.10: Four Perspectives on the BPIP Implementation in ASY 
 

Political 
perspective 

Helps explain Does not help explain 

 The pluralist 
perspective 

 The conflict of interests 
 The lack of BPIP support 
 The limited BPIP participation 
 The slow implementation progress 
 The implementation outcome 

 The successful process 
implementation by ASY PM#1 

 The rationalist 
perspective 

 The actions of the ASY implementation 
manager and ASY PM#1  The lack of BPIP commitment 

 The interpretive 
perspective 

 The misalignment of interests 
 The BPIP support (only the ASY 

implementation manager and ASY PM#1) 

 The implementation process and 
outcome 

 The radical 
perspective 

 The ambivalence towards the CMMI and the 
BPIP 

 The lack of ideological 
oppression 

    
 
Although all perspectives make a contribution, their explanatory powers differ. The pluralist and 
radical perspectives offer primary and secondary perspectives, respectively. The pluralist 
perspective helps explain the lack of support for the BPIP (perceived conflict of interests), the level 
of participation (passivity), and the end result (status quo). The radical perspective helps explain 
why the CMMI was seen as a useful yet non-essential marketing tool. The radical perspective is 
secondary to the pluralist perspective in the sense that the radical perspective is able to help explain 
the ambivalence towards CMMI adoption, but is by itself not able to explain the lack of BPIP 
implementation, i.e. why the new processes were not put into practice. Despite their contributions, 
the rationalist and the interpretive perspectives do not by themselves offer coherent explanations of 
the implementation attitude, process, and outcome in ASY. By focusing on authority and fact based 
decision making (the rationalist perspective) and social construction of reality (the interpretive 
perspective) alone, it is not possible to establish an explanation of the BPIP implementation. 
Competing social constructions of reality co-existed side by side (the interpretive perspective), but 
the failure to rally everybody around a single perception of the BPIP (e.g. the perception of the 
BPIP as fostering employee satisfaction) does not help explain ASY’s reluctance to set aside 
resources for implementation, nor their decision to scale back their involvement during the BPIP 
(which in turn led to the implementation results). Also, the rational pursuit of the BPIP goals (the 
rationalist perspective) by some organizational members does not help explain why others failed to 
follow suit. 
 
We have now seen how the four (and especially two) political perspectives help us understand and 
explain the weak impact of the BPIP on ASY despite a high degree of alignment between the BPIP 
goals and the ASY business strategy. In terms of alignment, the pluralist perspective helps explain 
the lack of convergence of BPIP and ASY interests despite the ‘apparent’ alignment between the 
BPIP goals and the ASY business strategy (see Table 6.2). BPIP participation was seen as being in 
conflict with customer orientation and responsiveness. In addition, the radical perspective helps 
explain why the CMMI was not perceived to be of paramount importance to the business unit 
despite operating within the military industry. In terms of impact, the interpretive and rationalist 
perspectives help explain the BPIP support and actions of some organizational members to further 
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process implementation; whereas, the pluralist perspective helps explain the slow implementation 
progress (and ASY’s falling short of the BPIP goal of CMMI level 2 compliance) as the result of 
giving preference to other interests than the BPIP implementation. 
 

7.3. ISY 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents four political analyses of the BPIP implementation process and outcome in 
ISY. The section concludes with a synthesis of the four analyses. 
 

CONTENT 
In terms of explanatory power, the radical and rationalist perspectives are primary and secondary, 
respectively, though all four perspectives contribute to an explanation of the implementation 
process and outcome. The radical perspective helps explain the positive attitude towards the CMMI 
and the reason for ISY’s faithful BPIP implementation. The rationalist perspective helps explain the 
implementation process and the end result. Moreover, the four perspectives help explain the strong 
impact of the BPIP on ISY in accordance with the high degree of alignment between the BPIP goals 
and the ISY business strategy. In terms of alignment, the radical perspective helps explain the 
convergence of the CMMI ideology and practices and ISY interests, and the interpretive perspective 
helps explain the support for the BPIP as a result of the project serving internal organizational 
interests by fostering a better working environment. In terms of impact, the pluralist perspective 
helps explain the adaptation and interpretation of the new processes (implementation approach), 
and the rationalist perspective helps explain the systematic and rational execution of this 
implementation approach. 
 
 

7.3.1. Pluralist Process Politics in ISY 
Table 7.11 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of pluralist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in ISY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
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Table 7.11: Data on Pluralist Politics in ISY 
 

ISY project level ISY unit level Corporate level 
 

ISY PM#1 
 Cost of process change not 

considered {8:1} 
 Standardization across BUs 

unprofitable {8:2} 
 IT support for processes 

inadequate {8:4} 
 Processes and IT tools 

amateurish {8:9} 
 Processes = prototypes and beta 

versions {8:10} 
 

ISY PM#2 
 Only valuable processes 

implemented → JIRA rejected 
{46:6} 

 
ISY PM#3 

 Uncertainty created by 
assessments {47:10} 

 
ISY PM#4 

 Slow BPIP implementation in 
new projects {48:5} 

 
ISY senior VP 

 Process support in ISY Ground 
Solutions disappointing {16:9} 

 No sparring partner in ISY 
Ground Solutions → business 
value of processes unknown 
{16:10} 

 
ISY implementation manager 

 Department meetings → audits 
redundant {27:1} 

 Flexibility to tailor processes to 
BUs wanted {27:2} 

 Free choice of method in 
process implementation wanted 
{27:6} 

 Assessments → frustration 
(unfamiliar terminology) {29:2} 

 BPIP implementation with lack 
of resources = mistake {29:7} 

 Assessments → irritation; not all 
processes released in TMS 
{36:5} 

 Lack of middle management 
support in ISY Ground 
Solutions {37:16} 

 Disagreement between ISY 
senior VP and ISY middle 
manager; ISY middle manager 
set straight {38:8} 

 BPIP not supported by 
everyone; CMMI compliance 
dictated by ISY senior VP 
{38:9} 

 
ISY roll-out & training manager 
 Coercion necessary for process 

implementation {24:15} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 ISY implementation manager in 
control; some processes ignored 
for lack of value {28:5} 

 Only sensible processes 
implemented by ISY 
implementation manager {28:7} 

 ISY senior VP’s commitment 
disputed {32:1} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#1 

 Project reality uncovered by Q 
report {25:2} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#3 

 Commitment and motivation 
less than anticipated {3:5} 

 Two camps in ISY Ground 
Solutions: old vs. new guard 
(BPIP non-supporters vs. 
supporters) {37:18} 

    
 

7.3.1.1. ISY Project Level 
At the project level, all the project managers expressed their support for the BPIP but criticized 
various aspects of the implementation process. However, this criticism never manifested itself as 
conflict or opposition. Conflicts remained latent. According to ISY PM#1, the quality of the new 
processes, the applicability of the tools that were chosen to support the new processes, and the 
profitability of process standardization across business units were questionable at best. In terms of 
profitability, he described the decision to standardize processes across the company as dubious 
because each business unit had been attuned and optimized to operate efficiently within its own 
niche over time. In terms of applicability, the tools that accompanied the new processes were seen 
as inadequate. He likened the tools to prototypes and beta versions. For example, one project 

 150



management tool was seen as something befitting a software company with a “coke and pizza 
culture” – not the defense and space industry. In terms of quality, the new processes were 
characterized as immature, even amateurish. The BPIP and corporate services came under attack for 
their lack of regard for the costs to the business units of implementing new processes. The business 
units had to live with the repercussions of immature management decisions. Said ISY PM#1: “It is 
clear to me that the people who approve new procedures for development obviously do not factor in 
the associated costs to the rest of the house [organization] {8:1} … The tools, and this goes for both 
the way IFS [ERP system] was rolled out and the way JIRA [project management tool] was rolled 
out, are first generation tools. They are prototype tools that have been rolled out broadly. And if we 
executed projects like that in the operating part of the organization, we would get a beating {8:9} … 
When we carry out customer projects, we do not start by submitting prototypes for production. That 
we do not do! But our administration [corporate services] does” {8:10}. 
 
From ISY PM#2’s own perspective, he and others were taking ownership of the new processes. 
However, unlike ISY PM#1 who merely criticized tools like JIRA (project management tool) that 
accompanied the new processes, he decided not to use that particular tool because he was not 
convinced of its value. Said ISY PM#2: “I have protested against the use of JIRA because I do not 
think it adds any value at all. Therefore, I have been so arrogant as to say that I do not want to use 
it” {46:6}. 
 
In ISY PM#3’s own eyes, he had no quarrel with the BPIP and the underlying CMMI derived 
requirements. He was, however, dissatisfied with the process maturity assessments because of the 
ensuing uncertainty about the implementation, i.e. uncertainty about what was required of the 
projects. Said ISY PM#3: “Sometimes it resulted in sour remarks … I have no problem with the 
demands made by CMMI and you guys … The process and the way it was carried out created some 
noise … I am primarily referring to the assessments” {47:10}. 
 
According to ISY PM#4, the choice of implementation projects was unwise. He did not understand 
why his project was chosen. First, the gap between existing practices and the new processes was 
small. Second, his project had been running for a long time and was in the later stages of the project 
life cycle. Therefore, the value of raising the level of process maturity in his project was negligible 
compared to the potential of other projects. At the same time, new projects were slow to adopt the 
new processes, which was even harder to understand. Said ISY PM#4: “On the one hand, I would 
like to draw a line: Here, from now on, all projects have to adhere to [the processes]. Instead of 
focusing on some of the old projects that perhaps do not have a lot of time left … of course some 
[old] projects got off the hook. On the other hand, some new projects were a long time 
implementing some things that I think it is only natural to do from day one” {48:5}. 
 

7.3.1.2. ISY Unit Level 
At the unit level, conflicts were almost absent. Only one middle manager voiced opposition to the 
BPIP and was quickly silenced by the ISY senior VP. The criticism expressed by other managers 
was constructive and served to highlight problems and flaws in the implementation process rather 
than to question the desirability of the BPIP (goals). From the ISY senior VP’s perspective, the lack 
of corporate support for the BPIP implementation in ISY Ground Solutions was a disappointment. 
In the other departments, a local quality manager was present to assist with process guidance. Said 
the ISY senior VP: “Here in Herlev, we have [a local quality manager] as part of the business, and 
that really makes a difference. He is not just wearing the quality hat. There is real discussion about 
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what is of use and what is of no use and why we have to prioritize in a certain way. We lack this 
kind of discussion from a similar, pragmatic business perspective in Lystrup” {16:10}. 
 
In the opinion of the ISY roll-out & training manager, opposition existed at the project level in the 
beginning, but conflicts were quelled even before they arose. Later, people realized the value of the 
new processes. Said the ISY roll-out & training manager: “Not too many things went wrong, I 
think. That is, besides having to bully people and say that this is something you have to do. Then it 
is nice to learn afterwards that they actually thought it was very cool” {24:15}. 
 
According to the ISY implementation manager, few problems turned up during the BPIP, and the 
number of conflicts was limited to one man’s opposition. One disagreement between ISY and 
corporate services revolved around the specificity of processes and the desired level of detail. He 
wanted templates and the like to be optional in order to grant people the freedom to decide the 
details themselves within a wider, common process framework. He wanted this freedom to apply to 
procedures as well. For example, if a procedure specified that certain plans be updated regularly, he 
wanted the project managers to be able to decide when and how. The potential conflict between 
corporate service’s desire for process standardization and ISY’s preference for freedom to decide on 
process details was evident, but it remained latent. Other issues also had the potential to become 
points of conflict during implementation, but never did, including the process maturity assessments, 
the lack of corporate funding of the BPIP implementation, and incomplete process descriptions at 
the time of process roll-out. The assessments introduced new terminology that contributed to 
frustrations during implementation. The decision to let the business units carry the burden of 
funding the implementation also contributed to these frustrations. Last, but not least, frustrations 
were fuelled by the fact that some process descriptions were not available in the TMS at the 
beginning of BPIP phase 2. People were asked to implement processes that existed only as drafts, 
but the assessments did not take this into account. The only manifest conflict emerged as internal 
disagreement within ISY between one middle manager and senior management about the value of 
the BPIP. However, the ISY senior VP set the middle manager straight. Said the ISY 
implementation manager: “[The ISY middle manager] started out by saying: ‘We do not have to do 
[CMMI] level 2, do we? Are we going to work or …’. He is then told by [the ISY senior VP] that 
he damn well better be doing level 2, and that [the ISY senior VP] has no doubt that it will result in 
more predictable projects {38:8} … I do not think [the ISY middle manager] wants to spend that 
much time on optimizing the management part of the projects … mostly because he does not know 
where to find the time for it” {38:9}. 
 

7.3.1.3. Corporate Level 
At the corporate level, the corporate BPIP manager’s faith in the ISY implementation manager 
stood in contrast to two corporate SPI agents’ misgivings about the actual implementation status. 
From the corporate BPIP manager’s perspective, the ISY senior VP’s commitment to the BPIP was, 
however, wavering over time. The implementation was a two-man show by the ISY implementation 
manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager. However, the corporate BPIP manager was 
confident in the ISY implementation manager’s ability to deal with the situation and ensure 
implementation progress. Although the ISY implementation manager was on top of things, the 
corporate BPIP manager was concerned about the ISY implementation manager’s tendency to 
determine the value of the processes on behalf of ISY and only implement those elements that he 
saw as valuable. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “In ISY Herlev, I am confident [the ISY 
implementation manager] is in control. There are some things he chooses not to pursue because he 

 152



does not understand them. But he will make the project managers do the things he believes in … By 
and large, [the ISY implementation manager] does the things he can get someone to do and the 
things he finds most appropriate” {28:5}. 
 
In the opinion of corporate SPI agent#1, some measurements produced different and partially 
contradictory results. Said corporate SPI agent#1: “One observation is interesting in relation to the 
quarterly Q reports because we uncover a large, large increase in schedule variance in the [x] 
project, and then we contact [the ISY project manager] to discuss what has happened. [The ISY 
project manager] says: ‘My goodness, that is really interesting. Such a large discrepancy …’. It is 
really thought provoking that at first sight everything looks okay … but nevertheless this is the 
main reason schedule variance looks horrible this quarter” {25:2}. 
 
According to corporate SPI agent#3, implementation progress presented itself differently depending 
upon the data source, and he disputed the accuracy of the corporate BPIP manager’s perception of 
status. Corporate SPI agent#3 saw discord between two groups of employees in ISY Ground 
Solutions. Conflict lurked in the shadows. People were not committed and motivated, but 
implemented the processes only under duress. Said corporate SPI agent#3: “What we have right 
now is frustration between the old and the new guard. Some people felt steamrolled … and I think 
we can rely on them … It is up to [the ISY senior VP] to decide how to assemble his management 
team here if he wants them to participate [in the BPIP]” {37:18}. 
 

7.3.1.4. Results 
Support for the BPIP was readily visible at the unit level. Dissent was expressed, but never 
manifested itself as articulated conflicts. Mandatory CMMI compliance was enforced by the ISY 
senior VP, and both the ISY implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager 
found it necessary to adopt coercive measures to ensure process implementation. However, the ISY 
implementation manager insisted on having free choice of methods in implementing the new 
processes, i.e. he wanted to decide on implementation details rather than leave the decisions to the 
central BPIP organization. In this way, there was a latent conflict between local ISY interests and 
corporate process standardization. Another latent conflict was related to perceived lack of corporate 
BPIP support for process implementation in ISY Ground Solutions. Latent conflicts were also 
present at the project level within ISY. First, the new processes were criticized for being incomplete 
and the accompanying IT tools for being deficient. Second, discrepancies between process 
descriptions and process requirements derived from assessments caused confusion and irritation. 
Due to the confusion caused by incomplete processes and seemingly conflicting process 
requirements, the ISY implementation manager and ISY roll-out & training manager decided to act 
as gatekeepers between the BPIP and the implementation projects to ensure simplification and 
interpretation of how projects should implement new processes. This intervention supported 
ongoing negotiations between project needs and the BPIP and helped prevent manifest conflicts. In 
all the aforementioned cases, the conflicts never manifested themselves but remained latent. Both 
the corporate BPIP manager and the ISY implementation manager acknowledged the latent conflict 
between corporate goals and the chosen implementation approach within ISY. For his part, the ISY 
implementation manager identified a conflict of interests between proposed standardization of 
processes at the corporate level and his own support for free choice of methods in implementing 
processes within ISY. The corporate BPIP manager raised concerns about the deselection of certain 
processes in ISY due to a perceived lack of benefit in the eyes of the ISY implementation manager. 
There was also a latent conflict between project level interests and business unit interests. For 
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example, in ISY Ground Solutions, there were two groups of employees referred to as the new 
guard and the old guard. Whereas the latter supported the BPIP, the support of the former was 
questionable. Such tensions indicated that not all ISY employees shared the same BPIP vision. 
However, opposition was nipped in the bud, and the ISY senior VP, from his position of power, 
enforced mandatory CMMI compliance through coercive means. In summary, though there were 
examples of people voicing concerns and expressing criticism at the project level, there was a 
strong alignment of interests at the business unit level between the ISY implementation manager, 
the ISY roll-out & training manager, and the ISY senior VP. The ISY senior VP expressed his 
commitment by emphasizing his support for CMMI level 2 compliance. There were strong, shared 
interests and strong powerbases in ISY in support of the BPIP. The key stakeholders addressed the 
opposition so that criticism was not allowed to grow to a level that endangered the strong 
commitment to the BPIP by the ISY sponsor and champion, i.e. the ISY senior VP and the ISY 
implementation manager, respectively. 
 

7.3.2. Rationalist Process Politics in ISY 
Table 7.12 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of rationalist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in ISY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.12: Data on Rationalist Politics in ISY 
 

ISY project level ISY unit level Corporate level 
 

ISY PM#1 
 Project status meetings regarded 

as valuable {8:6} 
 Few changes, status meetings as 

perceptible change {8:8} 
 

ISY PM#2 
 Project status meetings regarded 

as valuable {46:2} 
 ISY roll-out & training manager 

and ISY implementation 
manager as prime movers 
{46:3} 

 Assessments show maturity 
trends over time {46:4} 

 BPIP → CM improvement 
{46:8} 

 Pressure → minutes of project 
meetings {46:9} 

 Process updates not read 
{46:10} 

 Project presentation (new 
process) regarded as valuable 
{46:11} 

 JIRA regarded as non-valuable 
{46:12} 

 
ISY PM#3 

 List of requirements for 
compliance by ISY roll-out & 

 
ISY senior VP 

 Maturity dependent on 
department {16:1}, {16:6} 

 Commitment restated {16:1} 
 CMMI = project of ISY 

implementation manager {16:5} 
 Reorganization → no process 

oriented people in ISY Ground 
Solutions {16:7} 

 No ISY roll-out & training 
manager, and ISY 
implementation manager in 
Ground Solutions as problem 
{16:8} 

 Business diversity → process 
focus necessary {16:12} 

 
ISY implementation manager 

 Authority exercised → 
implementation {1:13} 

 Need for projects buy-in {27:9} 
 Lack of training & 

communication → 
implementation problems 
{29:1} 

 ISY as committed vs. other BUs 
{37:6} 

 ISY Ground Solutions least 
mature, CMMI needed {37:17} 

 Need for CMMI in ISY Ground 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Self-imposed assessments → 
proactive, goal setting {1:4} 

 Lack of communication 
(revealed by assessments) → 
weekly status meetings {1:7} 

 BPIP implementation in ISY 
completed in time (expected) 
{3:2} 

 Progress but few changes {4:5} 
 ISY almost CMMI compliant 

{5:1} 
 Organizational focus on 

improvement in ISY {5:7} 
 ISY perceived CMMI need 

{5:9} 
 ISY focus on content vs. form 

{25:1} 
 Implementation buzz in ISY vs. 

other BUs {25:7} 
 Project status meetings → 

sustained ISY focus {25:8} 
 Active participation during 

implementation {28:8} 
 Assessments as driver, 

assessment results → 
management attention → 
pressure for change {28:10} 

 Late implementation start 
{30:13} 
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training manager {47:1} 
 List updated continuously based 

on assessments + meetings 
{47:2} 

 JIRA, IFS, & project status 
meetings on list {47:3} 

 Monthly implementation 
progress meetings {47:4} 

 ISY implementation manager as 
assessment tutor {47:7} 

 Project status meetings regarded 
as valuable {47:8} 

 Late project stage → BPIP of 
little value {47:9} 

 
ISY PM#4 

 Pilot and broad implementation 
overlap → no organizational 
learning {14:2} 

 Implementation approach 
regarded as appropriate {14:3} 

 Processes incomplete at 
implementation start {48:1} 

 Gap analysis by ISY PM#4, 
implementation meetings 
ensured progress {48:2} 

 Initial maturity → few changes 
planned {48:3} 

 Coaching → assessment result 
improved {48:9} 

 Assessment follow-up with ISY 
roll-out & training manager and 
ISY implementation manager 
{48:10} 

Solutions vs. others {38:7} 
 

ISY roll-out & training manager 
 Focus on CMMI compliance vs. 

TMS adherence {24:1} 
 Incomplete processes → 

interpretation by ISY roll-out & 
training manager and ISY 
implementation manager {24:2} 

 Gap analysis → focus on 
REQM (project status meetings) 
and MA (project measurements) 
{24:3} 

 BPIP implementation ‘as is’ 
{24:5}, {24:9} 

 Decision to participate → BPIP 
implementation {24:6} 

 Rigorous implementation 
follow-up {24:7} 

 Incomplete processes → project 
managers studying CMMI 
{24:8} 

 BPIP → minor process changes 
{24:11} 

 BPIP → PMC impacted {24:12} 
 Status meetings → 

communication across & within 
projects {24:13} 

 Authority exercised to change 
existing practice {24:15} 

 Implementation, department, & 
project meetings as 
implementation forums {24:16} 

 ISY senior VP focus on value 
creation vs. models {32:4} 

 “Crash projects” unthinkable in 
ISY {36:18} 

 Mainly large projects in ISY 
{36:19} 

 ISY changes = minor add-ons 
{37:14} 

 Reasonable ISY effort, little 
impact due to initial maturity 
{44:1} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#2 

 Management commitment → 
ISY implementation success 
{31:5} 

    
 

7.3.2.1. ISY Project Level 
At the project level, the attitude towards the BPIP was positive, and all the project managers offered 
constructive criticism of various aspects of the BPIP. The new processes were evaluated and 
implemented, although some project managers required assistance in doing so. From ISY PM#1’s 
perspective, the introduction of project status meetings was the most apparent change to existing 
practices coming out of the BPIP. He described this change as a positive initiative. Said ISY PM#1: 
“One of the things that unknowingly has become an excellent practice – and that the BPIP has 
imposed on us – is holding monthly status meetings, project status meetings {8:6} … It is a matter 
of us doing it so often that we can begin to call it a good habit” {8:8}. 
 
In the opinion of ISY PM#2, several of the changes that resulted from the BPIP were valuable. He 
also pointed to project status meetings as one example. Other examples included improvements to 
Configuration Management and a new template for project presentations that improved the 
handover of projects from the sales unit (staff function) to the project organization. Based on his 
value judgment, he decided to press for the adoption of new processes, e.g. the writing of minutes 
of meetings, among participants in his project. During the BPIP implementation, he relied on both 
process maturity assessments and the leadership of the ISY implementation manager and the ISY 
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roll-out & training manager. Assessments allowed for snapshots in time that revealed trends in the 
process implementation over time. He saw these assessments as reliable measures of progress, and 
he put his trust in them. Since he did not read the new process descriptions, he also put his trust in 
other sources of information about the new process requirements. Thus, he trusted the ISY 
implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager to provide him with the 
information that he needed. Said ISY PM#2: “I mean, I have not … the only processes I have read 
are about project management {46:10} … I guess it was [the ISY roll-out & training manager] who 
wielded the baton at the time. [The ISY implementation manager] has probably been part of it. 
Anyhow, it was [the ISY roll-out & training manager] and [the ISY implementation manager] who 
held the progress status meetings or whatever they are called” {46:3}. 
 
According to ISY PM#3, many of the new processes were inapplicable and of little value because 
his project was at a late stage in its life cycle. Many of the activities addressed by the processes had 
already taken place. However, like ISY PM#1 and ISY PM#2, he regarded the project status 
meetings as a positive change. Generally speaking, the implementation was managed like any other 
project with a timetable, requirements, a plan for meeting these requirements, monitoring to ensure 
progress, and tests, i.e., in this case, process maturity assessments to evaluate the result. The ISY 
roll-out & training manager had interpreted the new processes in terms of process requirements and 
established a list of things to do to ensure process compliance. The implementation projects were 
confronted with this list which was updated continually. Elaborations were added based on lessons 
learned from the assessments and meetings among the project managers. These meetings were held 
every month in order to discuss implementation related issues and progress. Specifically, the 
projects were required to use JIRA (project management tool) and IFS (ERP system) in addition to 
holding project status meetings. Implementation progress was evaluated through assessments, and 
steps were taken to ensure the accuracy of the results. The ISY implementation manager coached 
the implementation responsible project managers in how to administer the questionnaires used for 
the assessments. He did not tell them which answers to give but how to interpret and fill out the 
questionnaires. Said ISY PM#3: “One of the things we did before the last assessment in May … 
[the ISY implementation manager] instructed people from the whole department in how to 
understand each question – nothing about how we should answer or anything – but when 
answering, you should be aware that if you have done so and so, you should answer this; ‘do not 
know’, if so and so … so people do not answer arbitrarily” {47:7}. 
 
From ISY PM#4’s perspective, it was necessary, in addition to the ISY implementation manager’s 
coaching, to explain to the project participants how to interpret the survey questions in relation to 
their project practices. These explanations had a positive effect on the assessment results. Within 
ISY, the assessment results and accompanying measurement reports were discussed among the 
project managers and with the ISY roll-out & training manager and the ISY implementation 
manager to ensure follow-up and to identify the reasons for non-compliance within a given process 
area. Misinterpretations of the survey questions were also discovered during these discussions. All 
in all, he described the BPIP implementation in ISY as appropriate, although the short duration of 
the pilot and its overlap with the broader implementation resulted in the new processes not being 
evaluated and modified before wider dissemination. The implementation pace was hurried and 
some processes, e.g. within the process area of Measurement and Analysis, were still on the 
drawing board at the time when they were supposed to be put into practice. Yet, ISY PM#4 found it 
reasonable to define and implement the new processes concurrently. In his capacity as project 
manager, he analyzed the gaps between existing practices, including plans and other forms of 
documentation, and the new processes. It was determined that only a few changes were needed, 
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estimated at a few hundred man-hours. Status meetings during the implementation ensured 
continuous evaluation and progress. Said ISY PM#4: “I evaluated my project. The first step was an 
evaluation according to the new processes: Where did I see changes in my project being necessary 
in order for me to meet the requirements. I saw that I needed to update my management plan; I need 
to make a data management plan … I suggested that I needed this, this, and this in the project. Then 
it was planned that in the first period from this date to that date, we work on these process areas … 
It was [the ISY roll-out & training manager] and [the ISY implementation manager] who had 
already planned such an implementation sequence to keep us on track … then follow-up meetings 
were held [to determine the outcome]: How did it go? Have you updated the management plan? 
Have you made the configuration management plan? … It was a sensible approach” {48:2}. 
 

7.3.2.2. ISY Unit Level 
In the opinion of the ISY senior VP, getting to CMMI level 2 was “fundamental”. The diversity of 
the projects, i.e. what he termed a “diverse business model”, made it necessary to focus on 
processes to ensure common ground within the business unit. Despite his commitment to the goal of 
the BPIP, he expressed doubts about the overall maturity of ISY. In his opinion, ISY had not 
reached level 2 yet. By distinguishing between the process maturity of different ISY departments, 
he demonstrated a detailed understanding of the status quo. One reason for the variation in process 
maturity was the relocation of one implementation project103 from ISY to ASY due to 
organizational restructuring. This project was the original implementation flagship of the BPIP and 
with it disappeared the process knowledge and process oriented people. It left ISY Ground 
Solutions without any process champions to drive the BPIP implementation forward. The other 
departments had the benefit of the leadership and process push of the ISY roll-out & training 
manager and the ISY implementation manager. The ISY implementation manager was 
characterized as dedicated to seeing the BPIP through.104 Said the ISY senior VP: “You can say that 
[the ISY implementation manager] is extremely biased in this matter. This is his life’s blood, right 
{16:5} … There is no doubt that our process knowledge in the [ISY Ground Solutions] organization 
is insufficient. And this means that their ability to help themselves and move on is less than it is 
here where [the ISY implementation manager] and [the ISY roll-out & training manager] can push 
things. It is undoubtedly a big difference. It is harder for them to move ahead” {16:8}. 
 
According to the ISY roll-out & training manager, not all the new processes were in place and fully 
defined, e.g. they were not yet available in the TMS when BPIP phase 2 began. As a consequence, 
the implementation responsible project managers took the initiative to study the CMMI level 2 
requirements themselves. Each project manager was then asked to update existing plans etc. to 
ensure compliance. Despite their initiative, the project managers were confronted by their own 
uncertainty about the interpretation of the CMMI requirements. Therefore, the ISY roll-out & 
training manager and the ISY implementation manager found it necessary to go through it 
thoroughly with them and explicate what they needed to do to comply with CMMI level 2. 
Weaknesses in existing practices were identified, which led to project specific recommendations. In 
addition, measurements and project status meetings were made mandatory. All in all, the new 
processes were interpreted, but were put into practice largely unmodified. Also, only minor 
adjustments were made to existing practices because ISY was a relatively mature organization to 
begin with and close to the desired end state. Project Monitoring and Control was the process area 

                                                 
103 The T-Mission project. 
104 ISY Ground Solutions was geographically separate from the other ISY departments. 

 157



impacted the most, with a clear benefit to project follow-up in ISY. Speaking of project follow-up, 
three different types of meetings – department meetings, implementation meetings, and project 
status meetings – served as communication forums that ensured focus on the BPIP within the 
organization. Implementation meetings were held twice a month with the project managers. Issues 
were discussed, positive experiences were shared, and status reports were written based on the 
minutes from these meetings. Department meetings and project status meetings were held to 
facilitate communication both across and within projects and were well-received. Consequently, 
even though some people felt that the BPIP had been forced upon them, and although authority had 
to be exerted, the same people came to appreciate the value of the new processes. Said the ISY roll-
out & training manager: “I guess they feel it has been forced down their throat. I think if you 
actually asked them, they would say: ‘Yes, we have been forced into doing it. Somebody in ISY 
decided we should have it in ISY, and then we had to do whatever they wanted to do’ … I believe 
that along the way – while they were being, you might say, coerced – they were able to see that, 
well, this is actually quite sensible” {24:6}. 
 
From the ISY implementation manager’s perspective, only ISY Ground Solutions had a need for a 
CMMI certificate. At the same time, it was, paradoxically, the least mature part of the organization. 
Nevertheless, he described ISY as committed to the BPIP and willing to cooperate with corporate 
services to see the project through. However, in terms of the actual process implementation, he 
identified two main obstacles. One was insufficient training in the use of the new processes. The 
other was a lack of implementation related communication between the two ISY locations. Training 
and communication were means to convince people of the value of the new processes and were 
therefore important for the success of the BPIP. Because both were lacking, ISY senior 
management had to exert authority to ensure implementation progress. Said the ISY implementation 
manager: “Preferably, people are able to see the point in continuing the process {27:9} … Anyway, 
I know from ISY that local management applies massive pressure to ensure that [the BPIP] 
succeeds … everybody understands that the [BPIP] items put on the agenda by the CEO at the 
strategy seminar are important. And then people say it is important because it is not beneficial to 
your career to say something different” {1:13}. 
 

7.3.2.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, ISY was committed to the BPIP, although their 
support for the project varied over time. For example, at times they expressed their need for a 
CMMI certificate in no uncertain terms. At other times, the rhetoric was softened. At yet other 
times, the ISY senior VP was concerned with value chain analyses as the basis for process 
improvements and not the CMMI. The overall goal was, however, not challenged. In fact, the 
CMMI and its emphasis on planning and documentation fitted the ISY business strategy with its 
focus on large projects. Despite their commitment to the BPIP, ISY focused on CMMI compliance 
rather than TMS process adherence. Whether or not a certain template was being used was of little 
consequence as long as the process in question was implemented one way or another. The 
implementation progressed satisfactorily. The implementation began later than expected, but ISY 
was the first business unit to start putting the new processes into practice. Constant meetings and 
discussions about the BPIP preceded the actual implementation. The corporate BPIP manager was 
satisfied with the implementation progress and the level of activity, although only minor changes 
were made to existing practices. ISY’s implementation plan was based on the premise that the 
business unit was already operating close to CMMI level 2. It was just a matter of adding activities 
to Project Monitoring and Control and establishing a few extra plans. The impact of the BPIP was 
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as high as could be expected. The BPIP was taken seriously, and the implementation was managed 
“quite sensibly”. Their diligence was reflected in their request for being assessed ahead of time in 
order to better determine the gaps between the new processes and existing practices. Subsequent 
process maturity assessments were used as a driver in ISY’s improvement efforts. First, the 
assessment results attracted the attention of the ISY senior VP because they were on the agenda at 
the quarterly operational review meetings attended by the CEO. Unsatisfactory results made the 
ISY senior VP increase the pressure for better process performance on the ISY implementation 
manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager who in turn increased their pressure on the project 
managers. Second, the assessments were – like the project status meetings that had been introduced 
– a vehicle for communication and learning. The assessment results were analyzed and corrective 
actions were initiated to address identified shortcomings. For example, the project status meetings 
were introduced because a lack of internal project communication had been identified as a problem 
through the assessments. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “The only reason [the ISY senior VP] is 
angry about not being in the green this time is that it came up during his operational review, and he 
knows we are interested in it. And when he is angry, [the ISY roll-out & training manager] and [the 
ISY implementation manager] keep a tight rein on [ISY PM#3] to make sure he does his things 
{28:10} … I have spoken quite a bit with [the ISY roll-out & training manager] because a lot of the 
things in ISY seemed to have to do with the lack of communication … I believe they have done 
something about it because [now] they have these weekly meetings with the project managers who 
have run this [implementation]” {1:7}. 
 
According to corporate SPI agent#2, the BPIP implementation in ISY was a success, and she 
attributed it to ISY management commitment and attention. Said corporate SPI agent#2: “It was as 
if it was up to the business units to decide if they wanted to participate [in the BPIP] or if they did 
not want to be part of it, and the extent to which they wanted training and what not. This impacts 
the way it is implemented within each business unit. That much is evident in ISY. It is fairly well-
implemented there, and that is a great example. It is also because there has been [management] 
attention over there, right” {31:5}. 
 

7.3.2.4. Results 
At the project level, individual value judgments led project managers to identify positive effects of 
the BPIP, for example the impact of regular project status meetings on project progress and 
outcomes. Having said that, most if not all project managers found that only few changes or minor 
adjustments to existing practices had taken place as a result of the BPIP. One project manager cited 
the relatively high maturity at the outset as an explanation for the few changes at the project level. 
The corporate BPIP manager confirmed this interpretation as did the results of the baseline 
assessments. In the ISY senior VP’s judgment, the process maturity varied across ISY departments. 
He attributed the lack of progress in particularly one department to a lack of people like the ISY 
implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager. By implication, he credited them 
with the success in other parts of the organization. For his part, the ISY implementation manager 
stated that the decision to commit resources to the BPIP was based on a judgment of the value it 
would contribute to ISY and that authority was subsequently exerted to ensure the project’s success. 
For her part, the ISY roll-out & training manager stressed that the processes were too incomplete to 
ensure implementation success based on the data available at the beginning of the implementation 
stage of the BPIP. Therefore, it was decided that the implementation responsible project managers 
needed guidance. Consequently, the ISY implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training 
manager assessed the gap between the new processes and existing practices to identify 
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implementation requirements and needs for guidance in each project. Implementation plans were 
developed for the benefit of the project managers, including recommendations for what was needed 
for CMMI compliance. Project Monitoring and Control was one process area targeted for 
improvement across all projects. Furthermore, it was determined to organize BPIP status meetings 
within ISY on a regular basis. These meetings were mandatory for all project managers as part of 
the overall implementation strategy within ISY. More generally, ISY management decided on 
organizing careful follow-up on implementation progress to ensure that goals were reached. As a 
consequence, the BPIP was put on the agenda of three types of meetings, namely implementation, 
department, and project meetings within ISY. These meetings served to ensure communication both 
across and within projects and they were considered an important management vehicle for creating 
and sharing knowledge about implementation progress in ISY. There were also close follow-up on 
and joint discussions of the reports from the corporate led maturity assessments that were conducted 
several times during the implementation phase of the BPIP. Thus, assessments helped drive the 
implementation effort in the sense that assessment results attracted management attention and 
resulted in an organization-wide pressure for change. On account of these efforts, the corporate 
BPIP manager described ISY as a proactive organization that was attuned to process innovation and 
had managed to achieve CMMI level 2 compliance. Because it was a fairly well-run organization to 
begin with, conditions for successful implementation were present. He described ISY as proactive 
because they requested unscheduled assessments and because their implementation plan was 
ambitious (in terms of the number of projects that were allocated). The corporate BPIP manager 
attributed the ISY success to a shared perception of the value of and need for the CMMI. In 
summary, at the outset, the level of process maturity in ISY was relatively high compared to the rest 
of the company. The department was already process oriented and they had previously taken steps 
to improve work practices. When the BPIP was initiated, they quickly identified the gaps and 
implemented needed changes to become CMMI level 2 compliant. Through close monitoring and 
follow-up by the ISY implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager at both the 
project and department level, ISY was able to meet the BPIP goals. The ISY project organization 
was comprised of people who were committed to ensuring the successful implementation of new 
processes. In particular, there were alignment of interests and a shared understanding of the ‘whys’ 
and ‘hows’ of the project between the local project sponsor and champions, i.e. the ISY senior VP, 
the ISY implementation manager, and the ISY roll-out & training manager. Dedication and 
attention to detail were expressions of support from a committed project management team that 
facilitated successful implementation through communication and careful follow-up. ISY’s success 
was also attributable to the project managers who were aware of the shortcomings as well as the 
opportunities offered by the new processes, knew what had to be done to resolve issues, held joint 
status meetings on a regular basis, were loyal to senior management, and rationally executed the 
implementation strategy according to plan. 
 

7.3.3. Interpretive Process Politics in ISY 
Table 7.13 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of interpretive politics 
in the BPIP implementation in ISY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
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Table 7.13: Data on Interpretive Politics in ISY 
 

ISY project level ISY unit level Corporate level 
 

ISY PM#1 
 Productive implementation but 

forced and too broad {8:3} 
 Processes as daily routines, tool 

support necessary {8:5} 
 Striking a balance between 

process focus and customer 
orientation {8:7} 

 
ISY PM#2 

 Implementation requirements 
unclear → different 
interpretations {46:5} 

 Process templates applicable 
{46:7} 

 
ISY PM#3 

 Compliant in spirit but not 
according to assessments {47:5} 

 
ISY PM#4 

 Self-image: prior experience → 
well-prepared for BPIP {14:1} 

 BPIP = minor, reasonable (not 
forced) changes {48:4} 

 Phony CMMI level 2 
compliance, projects far from 
compliance {48:6} 

 Same projects always audited, 
results known a priori {48:7} 

 Mature processes → employee 
satisfaction {48:8} 

 EBAT coaching → jump in 
assessment result {48:9} 

 
ISY senior VP 

 Process maturity idealized to 
please corporate management 
{16:3} 

 Illusion of maturity for 
customers’ benefit, future 
CMMI compliance promised 
{16:4} 

 ISY process maturity dependent 
upon each project {16:6} 

 
ISY roll-out & training manager 
 User acceptance of processes 

{24:7} 
 ISY regarded as mature and 

adaptive vis-à-vis other BUs → 
trouble free process adoption 
{24:10} 

 Project status meetings → 
employees well-informed and 
satisfied {24:14} 

 
ISY implementation manager 

 ISY as BPIP front runner and 
guinea pig {27:22} 

 ISY PM#3 = the exception that 
proves the rule, a rogue {27:26} 

 ISY roll-out & training manager 
persuaded of CMMI importance 
{30:7} 

 BPIP involvement → personal 
costs; self-image: self-
sacrificing {30:10}, {30:14} 

 ISY senior VP concerned, ISY 
pulling the heavy load of BPIP 
{30:14} 

 Busyness in ISY, universal 
excuse {37:8} 

 Project managers’ attitude 
changed over time {37:9} 

 ISY PM#3’s attitude changed, 
from resistance to acceptance 
{37:10} 

 Esprit de corps → positive 
implementation impact {37:12} 

 
The CEO 

 ISY regarded as well-disposed 
towards BPIP {9:6} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Assessment results negotiated 
with the ISY roll-out & training 
manager {1:7} 

 Process detailing not needed (by 
computer scientists) {4:14} 

 Process use vs. process 
deliverable regarded as valuable 
{27:5} 

 Standardization across BUs 
unwanted, other BUs as 
improvement obstacle {27:32} 

 Ambitious implementation plan 
{31:2} 

 ISY = a mature organization 
(near CMMI level 2), BPIP 
impact small {34:1} 

 ISY = teacher’s pet {36:6} 
 

Corporate SPI agent#1 
 ISY implementation manager 

capable of fabricating reality to 
serve his interests {26:8} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#2 

 ISY PM#1= a dedicated project 
manager seeking to experiment 
{31:17} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#3 

 Process maturity dependent 
upon assessment data source 
{3:5} 

 ISY senior VP as only senior VP 
supporting BPIP {27:41} 

 ISY implementation manager 
lacking faith in other BUs 
{28:6} 

 One ISY department in need of 
nursing {37:15} 

    
 

7.3.3.1. ISY Project Level 
From ISY PM#1’s perspective, the BPIP implementation was about establishing new working 
habits, and tools were an important part of this change process. Also, it was necessary to prioritize 
between spending time on customer related issues and keeping abreast of internal process 
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developments. He described himself as attempting to strike a balance between the two. Although 
the new processes were of use, he regarded the implementation as too broad in scope and the pace 
as too forced. Said ISY PM#1: “From a project manager’s perspective, the scope of the roll-out and 
coaching is large and with measurements rammed down your throat and new tools. And some of it 
has actually been of use, but to me the roll-out has been too broad and rushed {8:3} … It is much 
easier for me to relate to habits and tools rather than processes. It has to be so that you do not have 
to think about what you are doing as a process. I mean, if processes are to work, then you have to 
use them so often, and have such good tools – intuitive tools – that you do not think of it as a 
process, but as something you do out of habit” {8:5}. 
 
In the opinion of ISY PM#2, the new processes were useful. The generic templates, e.g. the 
management plan, were described as “quite cool” and as a “gift”. However, an ambiguous 
implementation plan resulted in different interpretations of the implementation requirements among 
the project managers. Said ISY PM#2: “In the beginning, the task owners, [the ISY implementation 
manager] and [the ISY roll-out & training manager], were not very clear about the plan that they 
had established … and a few of us had different interpretations – what the meaning of the release 
schedule was” {46:5}. 
 
According to ISY PM#3, the implementation came at a late stage in his project’s life cycle. His 
project was compliant with the new processes, though it did not adhere to them in exactly the 
prescribed manner. The process maturity assessments did not produce an accurate picture of the 
project, however. Confusion of concepts and the wording of some questionnaire questions which 
made positive answers impossible yielded biased assessment results. Said ISY PM#3: “If we 
compare [the Electronic Based Assessment Tool’s] way of asking and the project [practices] from a 
bird’s eye perspective, we were actually compliant because we had done Configuration 
Management and all those things, and a quality plan and all the things that have to be done, but not 
necessarily the way it was prescribed at that time because we did it all a year to a year and a half 
earlier” {47:5}. 
 
From ISY PM#4’s own perspective, he was well-prepared for the BPIP implementation and 
achieved good results. One and a half years earlier, he had participated in a local CMMI process 
improvement initiative which prepared him for the BPIP. He did not experience the changes to 
existing practices as anything but small yet positive. The new processes did not give rise to a lot of 
extra work but only required modest changes. In fact, the increased process maturity led to a rise in 
employee satisfaction among project participants. ISY PM#4 raised doubts about the reliability of 
the process maturity assessments. In terms of his own project, he felt compelled to discuss the 
meaning of some questionnaire questions with the project participants in the wake of misleading 
assessment results. This discussion impacted subsequent results in a positive manner. In terms of 
other projects, he questioned the overall maturity of the organization. The chosen implementation 
projects were the same as those selected for audits because in these projects there was nothing you 
could put your finger on. Said ISY PM#4: “Typically, the same projects are selected every time 
there is an audit. We have not been through a single audit where I have not been picked out because 
they know that nothing [in terms of discrepancies] comes out of it. So, [the auditors] have to be 
guided in that direction” {48:7}. 
 

 162



7.3.3.2. ISY Unit Level 
In the opinion of the ISY senior VP, process maturity in ISY varied across departments and was 
sometimes exaggerated to impress customers and corporate management. From talking to the ISY 
implementation manager, he got the impression that one of the three departments was in a pretty 
good shape, whereas the second department was muddling through, and in the third department 
process maturity was dependent upon the project in question. However, when confronted by 
customers with questions about process maturity, they would answer evasively and convey the 
impression of being on the road towards a higher level of maturity. Similarly, when talking to 
corporate services, they would paint a rosy picture of the situation to avoid corporate scrutiny and 
intervention. Said the ISY senior VP: “How far does [the implementation] actually go. In order to 
get corporate management off their back, there is a tendency to just place check marks and claim to 
have done all these things. And then you know it is actually a lot of bullshit, right – as long as you 
get out of my hair, right” {16:3}. 
 
According to the ISY roll-out & training manager, ISY was an organization capable of 
incorporating new, generic processes in their work. The implementation did not only lead to user 
acceptance but also employee satisfaction. Contrary to other business units, she perceived ISY as a 
mature organization able to implement a new process catalogue like that of the BPIP without need 
for adaptations. In her capacity as ISY roll-out & training manager, she orchestrated status meetings 
with the project managers every fortnight, and she received many positive reactions to the new 
processes even to the point of increased employee satisfaction. For example, the new project status 
meetings (instituted by the new processes) between project managers and project participants 
increased the level of communication within projects resulting in people feeling better informed and 
more content. Said the ISY roll-out & training manager: “I do not know if we can measure [the 
effect] on the bottom line, but I guess you can one way or another, if people are more satisfied with 
their project, and they are getting some information that they feel they have been lacking … 
Anyway, it increases satisfaction. People know that is why, and that is how we do it. They get the 
complete picture … I have sensed that” {24:14}. 
 
From the ISY implementation manager’s own perspective, he strove to ensure the implementation 
of the new processes despite initial resistance and personal costs. Attitudes were changed and the 
support of the project managers was secured. Eventually, non-compliance was an exception rather 
than the rule. He portrayed ISY as the standard-bearer and guinea pig in the BPIP and himself as a 
process champion. Despite personal costs (opponents’ attempts at character assassination and his 
declining popularity because of his participation in the BPIP), lack of funding (the BPIP costs were 
borne by the participating business units), and a perception of busyness among participants, he 
fought to convince others of the value of the BPIP. He succeeded in convincing first the ISY roll-
out & training manager and then the project managers. Over time, they came to realize the value of 
the new processes. This change of attitude can be exemplified by one project manager who was 
initially opposed to the proposed changes, but whose attitude changed when he realized that the new 
practices, e.g. new types of meetings, did not require a lot of extra effort. Thus, opposition became 
rare with time. On the contrary, a new esprit de corps was emerging, with a self-perpetuating effect 
on the implementation. Said the ISY implementation manager: “I believe we are motivated. [The 
ISY senior VP] wants it. [The ISY roll-out & training manager] and I want it. Many of the project 
managers want it. Many of the project participants want it. And everybody thinks it is exciting that 
now we are being assessed, and we want to be the front runners, and it is all about creating team 
spirit, about staying there [at that level] … A positive spiral effect has been created” {37:12}. 
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7.3.3.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the CEO, ISY was the business unit most in favor of the BPIP. Said the CEO: 
“What is interesting is that at the last [operational review] meetings, I have raised the question – 
especially targeted at the RD&E director: ‘What have you gained from [CMMI] level 2 – that you 
have completed some level 2 projects?’… ISY, which is probably most dependent on getting a level 
3 approval, they have praised it a lot. They are very happy about it” {9:6}. 
 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, ISY had an ambitious implementation plan and pursued 
it faithfully (to put the new processes into practice). He characterized ISY as the teacher’s pet when 
it came to the BPIP implementation. Only incremental changes were made in ISY, though, because 
they were close to operating at CMMI level 2 to begin with. For the same reason, they were not 
particularly interested in process standardization across business units, as they feared being held 
back by the others on the road to a higher level of maturity. Compared to other business units, they 
did not require detailed process descriptions, but were able to fill in the gaps in a loosely defined 
process framework. To them, the planning process was valuable – not the plans and process 
descriptions themselves. When process maturity assessments challenged the picture perfect image 
of ISY, the corporate BPIP manager tried to make sense of them by discussing the results with the 
ISY roll-out & training manager. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “I have talked with [the ISY 
roll-out & training manager] in ISY because many of the issues in ISY seemed to have to do with 
the lack of communication. Among other things, there was somebody over here who had given a lot 
of negative answers [on the assessment questionnaire] … I think they have addressed it. They have 
weekly meetings [now] with the project managers … so I think they are trying to remedy the 
situation” {1:7}. 
 
From corporate SPI agent#1’s perspective, the ISY implementation manager had the ability to 
present reality so as to serve his own interests and achieve results with management. Said ISY SPI 
agent#1: “[The ISY implementation manager] could deliver a lecture entitled ‘How to handle top 
management’. Part two could be called ‘How to please’ “ {26:8}. 
 
In the opinion of corporate SPI agent#2, ISY PM#1 was a dedicated project manager carrying the 
implementation process in ISY forward. A continued budget overrun on his project was attributed 
to events taking place long before the BPIP. Said corporate SPI agent#2: “[ISY PM#1’s] project has 
an enormous overrun for many different reasons and was started before we came in. However, this 
means that afterwards we have to say that it went very well. [ISY PM#1] did all the right things, but 
he still had a 40% overrun like everybody else” {31:17}. 
 
According to corporate SPI agent#3, progress in ISY was not as positive as believed by the 
corporate BPIP manager, although he acknowledged ISY as a BPIP supporter and the ISY 
implementation manager as a man with faith in their ability to see the BPIP through vis-à-vis the 
other business units. He described the need for guidance in ISY Ground Solutions, and emphasized 
that people were implementing the new processes because they had been told to – not because of 
any perceived value of the processes. All in all, he saw the picture of the implementation progress 
as dependent upon the data collected. Conversations with the project managers revealed a broader 
picture than the process maturity assessments. Said ISY SPI agent#3: “I do not think that the picture 
of the implementation progress is as rosy as you are painting it. I do not have the impression that 
they have done it thoroughly. And what I really see lacking is that people think it is adding value. 
They do it because we have told them to do it. It is of course not a favorable situation to be in” 
{3:5}. 
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7.3.3.4. Results 
Statements by the ISY senior VP, ISY implementation manager, and ISY roll-out & training 
manager contributed to a social construction of ISY as the guinea pig and standard-bearer for the 
BPIP within Terma. Also, they portrayed ISY as a mature organization, vis-à-vis the other business 
units, that was able to adopt new processes without major problems. The positive impact of the 
processes on employee satisfaction was emphasized and the ISY implementation manager even 
spoke of a growing esprit de corps that was self-perpetuating. Both he and the ISY roll-out & 
training manager stressed the user acceptance of the new processes. This was echoed less forcefully 
at the project level within ISY. There were, however, only a few examples of competing attempts at 
social construction of the BPIP within ISY, and none of these effectively challenged the picture 
painted by management. All in all, the ISY implementation manager and others were successful in 
persistently portraying ISY as an adaptive and responsive organization – a view that for the most 
part was accepted and backed by the employees. Examples of resistance or non-conformance were 
characterized as isolated incidents. 
 
Beyond the ISY organization, assessment results were negotiated with the corporate BPIP manager, 
and a common understanding was developed through ongoing, joint sensemaking. Consequently, 
the prime sponsor and the prime process champion, i.e. the CEO and the corporate BPIP manager, 
accepted the ISY reality as it was presented, which led the corporate BPIP manager to characterize 
ISY as the teacher’s pet. Other corporate stakeholders, i.e. corporate SPI agent#1 and corporate SPI 
agent#3, expressed a more varied understanding of the situation in ISY in the sense that they knew 
that there were competing realities in ISY, but that these differences were being masked to maintain 
an overall positive view. In summary, there was a dominant and shared social construction of a 
positive view of the BPIP within ISY. The BPIP was perceived as important with only a few 
examples to the contrary, e.g. one of the involved project managers did not initially share this view. 
However, he jumped on the bandwagon eventually. Continued development of this shared 
perception was ensured by spending time and energy on the project (i.e. the BPIP implementation). 
Simultaneously, the picture of relative maturity and process implementation progress within ISY 
was continually reinforced through assessments that presented the business unit in a positive light, 
which was accomplished by carefully picking the projects participating in these assessments. 
Hence, the key stakeholders, especially the ISY senior VP and the ISY implementation manager, 
understood the importance of committing to the project and presenting it and its impact on the 
organization in a positive way. It was a deliberate and symbolic strategy supported by most actors at 
the unit and project level; as a result, skeptical actors eventually joined the ‘campaign’. The sponsor 
and the champion within ISY were in this way successful in creating a symbol of a well-run project 
with a high level of commitment and positive results throughout the organization. 
 

7.3.4. Radical Process Politics in ISY 
Table 7.14 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of radical politics in the 
BPIP implementation in ISY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
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Table 7.14: Data on Radical Politics in ISY 
 

ISY project level ISY unit level Corporate level 
 

ISY PM#1 
 Implementation regarded as 

forced, too broad, but value 
creating {8:3} 

 
ISY PM#2 

 New process templates 
applicable {46:7} 

 
ISY PM#3 

 Compliant in spirit but not as 
prescribed by assessments 
{47:5} 

 
ISY PM#4 

 Mature processes → employee 
satisfaction {48:8} 

 
ISY senior VP 

 CMMI level 2 as a necessity 
{16:1} 

 Market pressure → demand for 
maturity dodged {16:4} 

 Certificate insufficient, process 
improvement wanted {16:11} 

 
ISY implementation manager 

 ISY management pressure to 
ensure BPIP success {1:13} 

 No CMMI marketing value 
{30:3} 

 Efficiency and predictability, 
not a certificate, as desirable 
goals {37:3} 

 Two ISY camps in Ground 
Solutions, old vs. new guard = 
BPIP non-supporters vs. 
supporters {37:18} 

 Dissent → ISY middle manager 
put in his place by ISY senior 
VP {38:8} 

 BPIP vision not shared by 
everybody, CMMI compliance 
enforced by ISY senior VP 
{38:9} 

 
ISY roll-out & training manager 
 Coercion necessary for process 

implementation {24:15} 

 
The CEO 

 ISY business need for CMMI 
certificate {9:7} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Abstract thinking by computer 
scientists, process guidance not 
needed in ISY {4:14} 

 Contract negotiations → ISY 
management focus on CMMI 
{26:1} 

 CMMI: not everything 
according to the CEO, focus on 
improvements {32:3} 

 Process improvements & CMMI 
equally important according to 
the CEO {38:1} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#1 

 CMMI compliance required by 
ISY business partner {28:11} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#3 

 ISY most in need of CMMI, 
ISY senior VP & ISY 
implementation manager as 
driving forces {27:23} 

    
 

7.3.4.1. ISY Project Level 
At the project level, the CMMI ideology was tacitly accepted. There were no examples of 
opposition being voiced. At most, the project managers criticized the implementation approach not 
the goal of the BPIP, i.e. CMMI level 2 compliance. From ISY PM#1’s perspective, the value of 
process standardization across business units was questionable, and the implementation of these 
standardized processes was both costly and hectic. However, the value to ISY was evident. Said 
ISY PM#1: “We have actually been able to see the value of some of it, but to me the roll-out seems 
to have been too broad and too forced” {8:3}. 
 
In the opinion of ISY PM#2, some new processes were useful. Said ISY PM#2: “I honestly think 
the templates were quite cool. In reality, it was a gift … I tried to use them on some small projects 
and they actually seemed very okay” {46:7}. 
 
According to ISY PM#3, he supported the use of the CMMI, but like ISY PM#1 he criticized the 
implementation approach. Said ISY PM#3: “I have no problem with the demands made by you and 
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CMMI … The process and the way it was carried out created some noise … I am primarily 
referring to the assessments” {47:10}.105

 
From ISY PM#4’s own perspective, he was well-prepared for the CMMI due to his previous 
experience with the model. This experience had also taught him to expect employee satisfaction to 
increase among his project participants on account of more mature processes. Said ISY PM#4: 
“You get, of course, some employees who receive more information than they are used to. 
Naturally, this costs extra. Of course, having these extra meetings is an additional cost. On the other 
hand, you get positive employees who feel they are part of [something]” {48:8}. 
 

7.3.4.2. ISY Unit Level 
At the unit level, commitment to the CMMI ideology was expressed by key actors. In the opinion of 
the ISY senior VP, the CMMI was important to ISY from a business perspective. The CMMI was a 
market demand, and some customers expected their suppliers, e.g. ISY, to meet the demand for 
CMMI certification. Historically, ISY had been able to dodge requests for proof of organizational 
maturity by referring to ongoing process improvement efforts. However, although a CMMI 
certificate would have solved the immediate problem, he wanted the CMMI for its improvement 
potential, which was in keeping with the rhetoric surrounding the model (that the incentive to use 
the CMMI should be a desire to improve existing practices). Said the ISY senior VP: “It is not 
enough for me to have a certificate because I can only live off that for a short while. It is burning 
the furniture to heat the house. It does not work in the long run. It is about the economic benefit and 
this does not show until we have run it for one and a half years and have progressed and start to 
benefit from it on a routine basis and we can tell that the business processes have been cut into 
shape, especially the management processes” {16:11}. 
 
According to the ISY roll-out & training manager, it was necessary to subdue the project managers 
in order to ensure that the new processes were put into practice. They did not do this of their own 
accord; they felt that it had been forced on them. Said the ISY roll-out & training manager: “I guess 
they feel it has been forced down their throat. I think if you actually asked them, they would say: 
‘Yes, we have been forced into doing it’ “ {24:6}.106

 
From the ISY implementation manager’s perspective, the project managers were struggling against 
the BPIP in the beginning. They were, however, under pressure from ISY management and 
eventually went into submission. The opposition was evident in ISY Ground Solutions among other 
places. Middle management support was questionable because not everybody bought into the 
CMMI ideology. One middle manager in particular rejected the BPIP, but was beaten into 
submission by the ISY senior VP. The ideology with its emphasis on management control was lost 
on him. He was not interested in maintaining strict management discipline. Ironically, Ground 
Solutions was the least mature part of the organization and most in need of CMMI certification. 
One project in particular was confronted with this need. A customer had a contractual option to 
choose between Terma and one of its competitors for project execution based on an evaluation of 
organizational maturity. Such a contractual provision and similar demands from other customers 
had the ISY senior VP worried. The ISY implementation manager himself did not foresee a similar 
                                                 
105 The use of this quotation in accounting for both pluralist and radical politics in the BPIP implementation and 
outcome goes to show that the same data can be interpreted differently depending on political perspective. 
106 The use of this quotation in accounting for both rationalist and radical politics in the BPIP implementation and 
outcome goes to show that the same data can be interpreted differently depending on political perspective. 
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need for a CMMI certificate in the other ISY departments. In fact, he denied the marketing value of 
this certificate. It was not a competitive parameter for the other departments. In his eyes, process 
improvement – not CMMI certification itself – was the goal. By emphasizing the need for 
increasing efficiency and predictability in ISY, thus reiterating the rhetoric surrounding the model, 
he accepted the CMMI ideology. Said the ISY implementation manager: “In terms of marketing, it 
has little value in Denmark. This value has already been assumed by [Terma’s competitor]. It is 
important for us to be efficient, and it is important for us to be able to manage a business that is 
predictable” {37:3}. 
 

7.3.4.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the CEO, the CMMI was a market demand and important especially to ISY. Said 
the CEO: “We simply cannot deliver to certain [customer] segments if we are not at [CMMI] level 
3. At the moment, we are delivering because we have promised the customer that we are on the way 
to level 3. So we must have it. This is the case for ISY in particular” {9:7}. 
 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, ISY was one of the Terma business units in need of the 
CMMI. He accepted the ideology and the CEO’s decision to implement its management 
philosophy. The CEO was convinced of ISY’s need for the CMMI, but at the same time, he saw it 
as desirable to look beyond the CMMI and focus more broadly on process improvements. Over 
time, the CEO’s focus shifted between the CMMI and improving the business depending on the 
changing signals from different parts of the organization. At times, he heard the ISY senior VP 
communicate the urgency for CMMI certification. At other times, he heard the CEO argue for 
business improvements either within or outside the scope of the CMMI. The CEO was, however, 
unwavering in his support for the CMMI ideology. He never questioned it, and neither did the 
corporate BPIP manager, but considered supplementing the model with other initiatives. Turning 
his attention to the ISY senior VP, the corporate BPIP manager pointed out the connection between 
ISY’s support for the CMMI and ongoing contract negotiations with an important customer during 
which ISY’s lack of a CMMI certificate was an issue. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “You 
cannot help wondering why [the ISY senior VP] is so keen on getting [the CMMI] right now, a 
month after he has been told that he is lacking a certificate … It is one month since he was told that 
he does not have [a CMMI certificate] for the largest contract, which they have to live off for a long 
time into the future” {26:1}. 
 
From the perspectives of corporate SPI agent#1 and corporate SPI agent#3, ISY had a pressing need 
for a CMMI certificate. Corporate SPI agent#1 clarified ISY’s need for CMMI certification by 
mentioning that ISY as a supplier to a large international defense company had been confronted by 
a demand for proof of organizational maturity, i.e. a CMMI certificate. Corporate SPI agent#3 was 
convinced that ISY management had got the message. Said corporate SPI agent#3: “I had the 
impression that [the ISY senior VP] is really putting pressure on him. When we were talking to the 
business unit bosses, he was clearly the one with the biggest need, and he was in a hurry to get the 
things through” {27:23}. 
 

7.3.4.4. Results 
On several occasions, the CEO described the CMMI as an important competition parameter. Such 
statements indicate a strong commitment to the CMMI ideology and to exercising the persuasion 
and coercion needed to adopt this ideology within the firm. The ISY senior VP bought into the 
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CMMI ideology by paying lip service to the necessity of getting a certificate. He spoke of market 
pressure to increase maturity and he did not see ISY as being able to avoid obtaining proof of 
CMMI maturity in the future. As a result, he committed himself fully to the CEO’s vision and to 
exercising the persuasion and coercion needed to implement the BPIP effectively within ISY. The 
corporate BPIP manager corroborated this point of view by pointing to experiences from ongoing 
contract negotiations as the immediate reason for ISY management’s commitment to the CMMI. 
Also, the ISY senior VP not only bowed to the CMMI ideology, he also accepted the practical 
rhetoric surrounding the model. Rather than considering certification as the key measure of success, 
he stressed the desire to improve engineering practices as a primary motivation for using the 
CMMI. According to the ISY implementation manager, ISY management was committed to the 
BPIP and applied pressure to ensure its success. Hence, ISY management identified with the 
underlying ideology of the BPIP and used the necessary means to make sure that the 
implementation was a success. The ISY implementation manager also bought into the CMMI 
ideology. While he appreciated the market value of a CMMI certificate, he found that the real value 
was improved process performance. In fact, he emphasized efficiency and predictability as desirable 
performance indicators, in line with the general CMMI rhetoric. At the project level, there was 
widespread acceptance of the CMMI ideology, though there were examples to the contrary. Praise 
for both the improvement process and its outcome expressed acceptance of the ideology. For 
example, one project manager stressed the positive effect of more mature processes on employee 
satisfaction among team members. Despite this general acceptance, one group of people within ISY, 
including a middle manager, was referred to as the old guard with different ideas about project 
management. However, their struggle for greater freedom to practice engineering as they saw fit 
and their opposition to the BPIP and the CMMI ideology remained relatively limited for the most 
part. In one instance, strong dissent was expressed by one middle manager, but was immediately 
subdued by the ISY senior VP. All in all, the corporate BPIP manager expressed optimism about 
the likelihood of BPIP success within ISY due to important differences in values and beliefs 
between computer scientists in ISY and engineers in other parts of the organization. In his eyes, the 
computer scientists were more capable of and interested in putting abstract and generic processes 
into practice, whereas the engineers preferred to solve the problems at hand instead of considering 
abstract process issues. As ISY was dominated by computer scientists, there was wide support of 
the CMMI ideology within this business unit and the corporate BPIP manager foresaw no major 
struggles during implementation. In summary, first, both the CEO and the corporate BPIP manager 
bought into the CMMI ideology and decided to apply the model for the sake of both its symbolic 
value and its impact on process performance in Terma. Second, the ISY senior VP and his closest 
ally, the ISY implementation manager, committed to this line of reasoning not only in words, but 
also in practice. Both were also aware that there were few members of the ISY organization who 
did not subscribe to the same beliefs and practices. Power was therefore exercised to suppress a 
small minority group of dissidents. Third, the ISY implementation manager and many of the 
implementation responsible project managers understood that it was not without problems to adopt 
the CMMI ideology and put it into practice across departments and projects. However, for all 
practical purposes, they accepted the ideology and supported it loyally. Generally speaking, the 
absence of statements of a ‘radical’ nature at the project level is notable. The seemingly complete 
lack of struggles and attempts at emancipation may be interpreted as a sign of ideological 
oppression. This oppression did not only apply to employees at the project level. By acting and 
speaking in harmony with the CMMI ideology, ISY management not only served the ideological 
interests underlying the model, they became its slaves. 
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7.3.5. Within-case Synthesis 
Each of the four political perspectives contributes in varying degrees to the explanation of the BPIP 
implementation process and outcome in ISY. In this subsection, I will emphasize the contribution of 
each perspective but also point out their limitations. Furthermore, I will discuss the explanatory 
power of each of the four political perspectives for the BPIP implementation in ISY. 
 
The pluralist perspective helps explain the chosen implementation approach (process adaptation and 
interpretation) in ISY. The pluralist perspective does not, however, help explain ISY management’s 
support for the BPIP and their positive attitude towards the CMMI. Among the ISY project 
managers, the BPIP was a contentious issue, and process quality, tool applicability, profitability of 
standardization, choice of projects, and value of assessments were questioned. For the most part, 
however, conflicts remained latent and did not manifest themselves. With the exception of ISY 
PM#2’s refusal to use a corporate-wide project management tool and a middle manager’s verbal 
opposition to the BPIP, conflicts were avoided. The absence of conflicts within ISY indicated an 
alignment of interests. No conflicting interests between the ISY stakeholders involved were 
expressed and negotiated during the BPIP implementation. Therefore, the pluralist perspective 
contributes little in the way of an explanation of the implementation success in ISY. If anything, 
this perspective helps us to understand the chosen implementation approach (list of process 
requirements dictated by the ISY implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager) 
as a negotiated settlement between corporate standardization and the ISY stakeholders’ (i.a. ISY 
PM#2 and the ISY implementation manager) desire for flexibility in how to put the new processes 
into practice in ISY. 
 
The rationalist perspective helps explain the BPIP implementation process and outcome in ISY. The 
rationalist perspective does not, however, help explain the positive attitude towards the CMMI. The 
BPIP implementation was planned and monitored like any other project. Corrective actions were 
initiated based on rational decision making and the evaluation of available data, for example from 
process maturity assessments. Based on their value judgments of the new processes and the way in 
which they were implemented, the ISY project managers were supportive of the BPIP. For his part, 
the ISY senior VP regarded the BPIP goal of CMMI level 2 compliance as a business necessity and 
used his authority to push for implementation of the new processes. Evaluation of weaknesses in 
existing practices and shortcomings in the ISY implementation approach, e.g. lack of training in and 
communication about the new processes (targeted at project managers), led the ISY implementation 
manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager to modify the implementation plan. A need for 
guidance and authority to ensure implementation progress was identified. Gaps between existing 
practices and new processes were identified at the project level, and solutions were established 
across all projects by the ISY implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager 
who used their legitimate and formal authority to ensure and enforce compliance. Process maturity 
assessments were used actively as a means of evaluating progress and as a basis for planning 
follow-up actions. Unsatisfactory results triggered an immediate management response and a 
demand for improvements. 
 
The interpretive perspective helps explain the support for the BPIP in ISY. The interpretive 
perspective does not, however, help explain why competing perceptions of (or opinions about) the 
BPIP did not gain support. Through conscious and unconscious sensemaking efforts of actors at 
different organizational levels, ISY became a symbol of process compliance and process maturity. 
The ISY senior VP deliberately sought to socially construct and present a rosy picture of reality in 
ISY in order to please corporate services and avoid outside interference. The ISY implementation 
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manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager reinforced this shared social construction by 
emphasizing user acceptance, employee satisfaction, and an esprit de corps in ISY. The picture of 
ISY as a mature organization was, furthermore, underpinned by symbolic references to the inability 
of other business units (in comparison to ISY) to easily adopt new processes. Despite statements by 
corporate SPI agent#1 and corporate SPI agent#3 who cautioned that the picture of implementation 
progress in ISY was in the eye of the beholder and dependent upon the data collected, the corporate 
BPIP manager lent support to the social construction of ISY as the standard-bearer of process 
maturity by labeling ISY the teacher’s pet. The ISY project managers contributed by interpreting 
and making sense of their experiences in order to bring them into alignment with the prevailing 
social construction. For example, ISY PM#3 claimed process compliance in theory when 
assessments showed his project falling short of implementation goals in practice, and ISY PM#4 
blamed misleading assessment results when the process maturity of his project was less than 
expected and incongruent with the shared social construction. 
 
The radical perspective helps explain the support for not only the BPIP but also the CMMI. The 
radical perspective does not, however, help explain the implementation process. The BPIP 
implementation in ISY was greatly influenced by the CMMI ideology and the market demand for 
CMMI certification within the defense industry. Actors at all organizational levels accepted the 
ideology and the implementation of the underlying management philosophy. The CEO, the ISY 
senior VP, and the corporate BPIP manager cited contract negotiations in which ISY’s lack of 
CMMI certification surfaced as a problem as the immediate reason for pursuing the CMMI. The 
business need for CMMI certification was reiterated by others, including corporate SPI agent#1 and 
corporate SPI agent#3, thereby underscoring the pervasiveness of the CMMI ideology and 
discourse (the CMMI as a market demand within the defense industry). ISY management adopted 
the CMMI rhetoric (focusing on the CMMI as a means to increase for example predictability and 
efficiency and not as an end in itself), which suggests hidden ideological oppression. There were no 
attempts at emancipation and no struggle between opposing forces. The CMMI ideology was not 
challenged. Even at the project level, the BPIP goal of CMMI compliance was not notably 
questioned. What little resistance surfaced was quelled by the ISY implementation manager and the 
ISY roll-out & training manager. 
 
The analyses reveal that each of the four political perspectives contributes to an explanation of the 
BPIP implementation process and outcome in ISY. As illustrated by Table 7.15, each perspective 
answers some questions while leaving others unanswered. Despite their differences, the 
perspectives complement each other. 
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Table 7.15: Four Perspectives on the BPIP Implementation in ISY 
 

Political 
perspective 

Helps explain Does not help explain 

 The pluralist 
perspective 

 The implementation approach (process 
adaptation and interpretation) 

 The implementation approach (process 
adaptation and interpretation) 

 The support for the BPIP and the 
positive attitude towards the CMMI 

 The rationalist 
perspective 

 The implementation process 
 The implementation outcome 

 The positive attitude towards the 
CMMI 

 The interpretive 
perspective  The support for the BPIP 

 The implementation approach (process 
adaptation and interpretation) 

 The lack of support for competing 
perceptions of the BPIP 

 The radical 
perspective 

 The positive attitude towards the 
CMMI  The implementation process 

    
 
Although all perspectives make a contribution, their explanatory powers differ. The radical and the 
rationalist perspectives offer primary and secondary explanations, respectively. The radical 
perspective helps explain the positive attitude towards the CMMI and the reason for ISY’s faithful 
BPIP implementation (a result of ideological oppression). The rationalist perspective helps explain 
the implementation process (the rational execution of the BPIP) and the end result (substantial 
improvements). The rationalist perspective is secondary to the radical perspective in the sense that 
the former is able to help explain the implementation process itself, i.e. how and why events 
unfolded the way they did as well as the outcome, but is not able to help explain the positive 
attitude towards the CMMI and hence the support for the BPIP, i.e. why the BPIP goals were 
pursued and never questioned. Despite their contributions, the pluralist and the interpretive 
perspectives do not by themselves offer coherent explanations of the implementation attitude, 
process, and outcome in ISY. By focusing on conflicting interests (the pluralist perspective) and 
social construction of reality (the interpretive perspective) alone, it is not possible to establish an 
explanation of the BPIP implementation. Latent conflicts of interests in terms of standardization 
versus implementation flexibility existed (the pluralist perspective), but the negotiated solution 
(process adaptation and interpretation by ISY stakeholders) does not help explain the acceptance of 
the BPIP and the CMMI, nor the decision to push forward with the implementation despite the 
perceived lack of applicability and value of not only processes but also tools and assessments. In 
essence, the pluralist perspective helps explain the implementation approach (process adaptation 
and interpretation) but not the execution of this approach (implementation process). Also, although 
ISY was depicted (through social construction) as a mature organization with employees pulling 
together towards the goal of process improvement (the interpretive perspective), several questions 
remain unanswered, including the rationale behind the decision not to implement the new processes 
‘as is’. 
 
We have now seen how the four (and especially two) political perspectives help us understand and 
explain the strong impact of the BPIP on ISY in accordance with the high degree of alignment 
between the BPIP goals and the ISY business strategy. In terms of alignment, the radical 
perspective helps explain the convergence of the CMMI ideology and practices and ISY interests as 
a result of the alignment between the BPIP goal of CMMI level 2 compliance and the ISY business 
strategy. CMMI based process improvement was seen as being in good accordance with customer 
interests and the market (military industry) demand for CMMI based proof of process maturity. In 
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addition, the interpretive perspective helps explain the support for the BPIP as a result of the project 
serving internal organizational interests by fostering a better working environment. In terms of 
impact, the pluralist perspective helps explain the adaptation and interpretation of the new processes 
(implementation approach), whereas the rationalist perspective helps explain the systematic and 
rational execution (implementation process) of this implementation approach. 
 

7.4. RSY 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents four political analyses of the BPIP implementation process and outcome in 
RSY. The section concludes with a synthesis of the four analyses. 
 

CONTENT 
In terms of explanatory power, the interpretive and pluralist perspectives are primary and 
secondary, respectively, though all four perspectives contribute to an explanation of the 
implementation process and outcome. The interpretive perspective helps explain the end result and 
the implementation tactics of feigning participation while in reality doing very little in terms of 
putting the new processes into practice. The pluralist perspective helps explain the conflict of 
interests between the BPIP and RSY in terms of process improvement approach, focus, and 
objective as well as its consequences for the BPIP implementation. Moreover, the four perspectives 
help explain the weak impact of the BPIP on RSY in accordance with the low degree of alignment 
between the BPIP goals and the RSY business strategy. In terms of alignment, the pluralist 
perspective helps explain the divergence of BPIP and RSY interests as a result of the misalignment 
between the BPIP goals and the RSY business strategy, and the radical perspective helps explain 
the lack of interest in the BPIP as a result of RSY management’s rejection of the CMMI ideology 
and practices. In terms of impact, the interpretive perspective helps explain why only few changes 
were introduced to existing practices in RSY despite claims of support and participation, and the 
rationalist perspective helps explain why and how selected processes were, nevertheless, put into 
practice. 
 
 

7.4.1. Pluralist Process Politics in RSY 
Table 7.16 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of pluralist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in RSY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
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Table 7.16: Data on Pluralist Politics in RSY 
 

RSY project level RSY unit level Corporate level 
 

RSY PM#1 
 100% implementation → 0% 

commitment over time {11:1} 
 RSY not consulted, REQM tool 

chosen → frustration {11:6} 
 Associated costs → 

management resistance {11:7} 
 Training in the use of support 

tools wanted {11:11} 
 Lack of IT process support 

{11:14} 
 Common perception = BPIP as a 

resource drain {11:16} 
 No BPIP spearheads in RSY, 

ISY PM#2 as guinea pig 
{11:17} 
 

RSY PM#2 
 Only valuable processes to be 

implemented according to his 
superior [188] 

 Implementation approach not 
known, goals unclear [188] 

 
RSY senior VP 

 BPIP focus on development not 
customer projects {15:2} 

 CMMI level 2 compliance as the 
CEO’s goal not his {15:11} 

 Individual BU improvements as 
desirable {15:12} 

 
RSY implementation manager 

 BPIP = sales commodity, 
employee criticism but no 
opposition by BU leaders 
{4:12} 

 Project managers not evaluated 
on process adherence → BPIP 
not a priority {4:15} 

 BPIP process ideology 
untenable {4:17} 

 Inadvisable to build bridges 
between BUs {4:19} 

 Processes tailored by project 
size {20:3} 

 Some processes non-valuable, 
shielding projects necessary 
{20:4} 

 Common processes not logical 
{20:9} 

 Value of BU unique vs. generic 
processes {20:11} 

 RSY decision to use DOORS or 
not {20:17} 

 REQM on future product 
development as RSY decision 
{20:19} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Lack of progress → RSY put on 
display {2:1} 

 Tailored WBS description 
rejected {4:8} 

 RSY training wanted?, corporate 
vs. RSY disagreement {4:10} 

 ISY senior VP interest in BPIP 
= efficiency improvement and 
comme il faut {29:14} 

 Lack of commitment 
acknowledged by RSY senior 
VP {32:1} 

 Implementation restricted & 
processes tailored by RSY 
implementation manager {41:9} 

    
 

7.4.1.1. RSY Project Level 
At the project level, the two implementation responsible project managers conveyed RSY 
management’s opposition to the BPIP, but voiced no criticism themselves. In the opinion of RSY 
PM#1, three points of conflict were: The costs associated with the BPIP, the lack of RSY 
involvement in the choice of a new corporate-wide requirements management tool, and the lack of 
IT support for the new processes. First, the visible costs of the BPIP implementation met with 
opposition. Changes to existing practices were seen as raising the costs of processes. More time was 
spent on paperwork, e.g. reports, than previously at the expense of “real work”, and this was not 
seen as contributing any value. At a concrete level, RSY had deemed it necessary to hire an extra 
person to handle the increased administrative burden, which made the costs of the BPIP visible to 
management. Second, frustration and resentment were the results of corporate management’s failure 
to involve and listen to the needs of RSY when a new requirements management tool was being 
chosen. Third, lack of IT support for the new processes coupled with a lack of training in the use of 
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the available tools did not help matters. All in all, commitment to the BPIP had deteriorated from 
complete to no support, and he did not consider RSY PM#2 or himself to be spearheading the BPIP 
implementation in RSY. At best, they were asked by RSY management to try out some new 
processes and subject themselves to process maturity assessments. Said RSY PM#1: “He [the 
corporate BPIP manager] should be attentive to what is going on. I pick up signals that point in the 
opposite direction of where we were going, i.e. in [his] direction. I think that he needs to stay on the 
ball to discover what is really going on … to ensure that he has their commitment, that they are 
following suit, and that they can see the point of what is being done. I hear a lot of talk about it as if 
it was only something that is costly” {11:16}. 
 
According to RSY PM#2, the RSY implementation manager had made it clear to him that he was 
only to implement the processes that he considered to be of value. He received limited guidance in 
selecting and implementing these processes. In fact, he was frustrated with the lack of information 
he received. He was, for example, not only unaware of the purpose and goal of the BPIP, he was 
also not sure what was expected of him. In addition, the implementation guide and suggested 
implementation sequence that had been prepared by corporate management for the benefit of the 
implementation projects were unknown to him. Being kept in the dark, he was forced to rely on the 
process descriptions available to him in the TMS regardless of what the RSY implementation plan 
prescribed because he was not familiar with it. He called for more support and leadership from the 
corporate level, seeing that it was not provided by RSY. For one thing, he requested feedback on the 
process maturity assessments. The measurement reports prepared by corporate management, 
following each assessment milestone, which described non-compliance issues and suggested 
improvements, were not made available to him by anyone in RSY. 
 

7.4.1.2. RSY Unit Level 
From the RSY senior VP’s perspective, the BPIP was in conflict with RSY interests. He described 
the focus on CMMI level 2 as the CEO’s choice. It was a strategic choice and a top-down decision 
that he and the other senior VPs had to abide by. Meanwhile, he made no secret of the fact that he 
would not have chosen the CMMI as a basis for corporate-wide improvements had the decision 
been his. From his perspective, the BPIP was unduly focused on development projects and 
activities. Systems development was only one part of RSY activities whereas other activities, 
including customer projects, were organized differently on the basis of other parameters. Instead, he 
wanted individual business needs to be decisive when choosing areas for improvement. Thus, a goal 
conflict was indicated. Said the RSY senior VP: “Generally, the approach is very focused on 
development projects, but that is part of our world. However, there is actually a very large part of 
the organization that deals with the execution of customer projects, and then you have to take other 
dimensions into account than when you are dealing with off-the-shelf products etc. {15:2} … The 
approach should be like this instead of the other way around. All the time, the BUs have to sort out 
the kind of structure that results from standardized documents and processes [and decide] whether 
they can be used as is or whether they have to be adjusted. Do it the other way around. Let the 
businesses optimize each process area themselves. Let them say: ‘Oops, we have a problem in 
relation to service’. Then Radar can handle it and everybody can look at it and decide whether to 
use it” {15:12}. 
 
In the opinion of the RSY implementation manager, process standardization was in conflict with 
RSY interests, and steps were taken to protect the implementing projects and the rest of the 
organization from an increased administrative burden imposed by the new processes. The RSY 
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implementation manager failed to see the logic in sharing the same processes across business units, 
and he referred to previous attempts at building bridges between the business units that failed. He 
compared the BPIP to another corporate-wide project (the ROHS directive)107 that failed to gain 
support from all business units involved, and consequently described it and the BPIP as futile 
exercises. He saw the BPIP as a commodity that was not marketed correctly, but although people 
were not convinced of the value of the new processes, which gave rise to criticism, the senior VPs 
dared not stand up to the CEO. Nevertheless, their opposition manifested itself in other ways. In 
RSY, the new processes were screened and only selected for implementation if considered valuable. 
The RSY implementation manager thought of himself as a protective shield that deflected corporate 
demands from reaching the project level. He did not see the processes as appropriate from a project 
management perspective, i.e. they were not perceived as helpful but rather as a burden. Also, some 
processes were seen as appropriate only for large projects and had to be “scaled” to the size of other 
projects. It was decided to confront the smaller RSY projects with fewer demands than those 
prescribed by the BPIP. For example, a stakeholder involvement plan and parts of the management 
plan were seen as unreasonable demands for small projects. Thus, a number of the new processes 
were weeded out “with a firm hand”. Adhering to the new processes was not a priority. The RSY 
implementation manager noted that RSY project managers were not judged based on their 
adherence to TMS policies and procedures, which suggested a conflict between the behavior that 
the BPIP fostered and the behavior that RSY management encouraged through existing reward 
structures or schemes. Project managers were judged based on their ability to meet deadlines and 
satisfy customer demands. Using the tools that were selected to support the new processes was not a 
priority either. It had been issued by corporate decree that the same requirements management tool 
was to be used throughout the company, but the RSY implementation manager maintained that they 
(RSY) would decide for themselves how to manage requirements and whether or not to use the tool 
in question (DOORS). Said the RSY implementation manager: “On an everyday basis people 
accomplish certain things that bring home the bacon and earn them the thumbs up from the people 
they work for. This is a high priority for everyone – there is no denying that. And you have to list 
these [BPIP] things in such a way that people can see it helping them achieve their personal goals. 
Because it is not a priority for a project manager to implement these [BPIP processes] if he also has 
a project to complete” {4:15}. 
 

7.4.1.3. Corporate Level 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, RSY was not genuinely committed to the BPIP, 
although the RSY senior VP paid lip service to the CMMI and the need for improving overall 
efficiency because this was the right thing to say at the time. In reality, the RSY implementation 
manager did nothing to promote the BPIP implementation. Acting in what he considered to be the 
best interest of RSY, he placed obstacles to the dissemination of the new processes. By choosing to 
implement the processes only on new projects and by insisting on RSY adaptations of the 
processes, the implementation speed, the willingness to experiment, and the degree of 
harmonization were affected. The corporate BPIP manager attempted to stay in control of the 
implementation by monitoring progress, offering training, and approving the RSY proposed 
changes to the new processes – for example he felt compelled to reject “an unfortunate” WBS 
description (new process). However, these attempts met with resistance. First, RSY was dissatisfied 
with being put on display in the measurement report for lack of implementation progress. Second, 

                                                 
107 “RoHS is short for the Reduction of Hazardous Substances. The directive sets limits for the use of hazardous 
substances in the industry, and it involves that leaded soldering is now prohibited in many products” [225]. 
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RSY did not agree with the corporate BPIP manager’s assessment of their need for and willingness 
to participate in corporate offered training in the use of the new processes. Said the corporate BPIP 
manager: “[The RSY implementation manager] is also an antagonist by saying: “Radar has said: 
‘We only want to use [the BPIP processes] on new projects, and we want to go through all of [the 
processes] and make our own version, before we implement it’. This does not make it go faster. It 
does not make them experiment. It does not make them harmonize. However, it is not an attempt to 
impede the project. It is not negative. Nobody tries to sabotage it. It is just their opinion of what 
serves their interests best, and they are trying to carry that out with very little regard for the 
common good” {41:9}. 
 

7.4.1.4. Results 
At the project level, RSY PM#1 described a failing commitment to the BPIP on the part of RSY 
management. The change in opinion signaled a U-turn compared to their initial support, which 
indicated a growing conflict. The one-sided focus on the costs associated with the BPIP was 
evidence of this turn of events. He pointed out that frustration and antipathy arose in RSY because 
corporate management failed to consult RSY or take their interests into consideration when 
choosing a requirements management tool. Thus, a potential conflict between current work 
practices and the chosen IT tools was implied and underscored by his call for more training in the 
use of mandatory IT tools. At the unit level, the RSY senior VP argued that the BPIP was solely 
focused on project development as opposed to customer service oriented projects that accounted for 
a substantial part of RSY sales. The statement implied a conflict between the interests that the BPIP 
represented and customer interests. The BPIP focused exclusively on systems development projects 
and not on customer or service projects. In fact, he characterized the BPIP as the CEO’s project, and 
claimed that the goal of CMMI level 2 compliance was his idea – an idea that the RSY senior VP 
would not have come up with himself, i.e. a goal conflict was indicated. He would rather have had 
the BPIP focus on either individual or cross-BU problems that needed solving. For his part, the 
RSY implementation manager pointed out that the lack of overt opposition at the management level 
masked a conflict at the lower levels of the organization. In his opinion, the senior VPs did not dare 
oppose the CEO, even though the BPIP gave rise to criticism and discontent among the rank and 
file employees. The RSY implementation manager’s point of view was revealed through his 
comparison of the BPIP to another corporate-wide project. He described it as of little interest to the 
business unit and concluded that it was a futile exercise. In addition he stressed that previous 
attempts to build bridges between the business units had failed and, consequently, that such 
endeavors should be considered carefully if not altogether avoided. In fact, he described 
standardization efforts as illogical. In his opinion, there was more value in separate processes for 
each business unit compared to generic, company-wide processes. Such statements were in conflict 
with the goal and raison d'être of the BPIP as well as the personal conviction of the CEO. This 
conflict manifested itself most visibly in relation to Requirements Management. It had been issued 
by corporate decree that the same requirements management tool was to be used throughout the 
company, but the RSY implementation manager maintained that they (RSY) would decide for 
themselves how to manage requirements and whether or not to use the tool in question (DOORS). 
The conflict also manifested itself in the modification of the BPIP processes to suit different project 
sizes. Thus, small projects were confronted with lighter process requirements than proposed by 
corporate management – among these the two projects participating in phase 2 of the BPIP. A latent 
conflict was evident. The BPIP process requirements were negotiated by weeding out many of the 
mandatory processes. The RSY implementation manager thought of himself as a protective shield 
preventing corporate demands from reaching the project level. He did not see the processes as 
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appropriate from a project management perspective, i.e. they were not perceived as helpful but 
rather as a burden. Adding salt to injury, the RSY implementation manager emphasized that RSY 
project managers were not judged based on their adherence to TMS policies and procedures, which 
suggested a conflict between the behavior fostered by the BPIP and the behavior encouraged by 
RSY management through existing reward structures or schemes. Project managers were judged 
based on their ability to meet deadlines and satisfy customer demands. At the corporate level, the 
corporate BPIP manager was aware of RSY’s lack of interest in the BPIP. In his opinion, the RSY 
senior VP was paying lip service to the project because this was comme il faut. His only interest 
was reaping the benefits of streamlining the organization. He also described the RSY 
implementation manager as attempting to obstruct the BPIP by restricting process implementation 
to only new projects and by adjusting new processes to RSY characteristics. Although the corporate 
BPIP manager recognized the presence of conflicts, there was no evidence of him taking steps to 
resolve them through a confrontation with RSY, i.e. by making the latent conflicts manifest. In 
summary, two conflicts were evident, namely (1) between a focus on customers versus 
(development) processes and (2) between standardization versus tailoring. 
 

7.4.2. Rationalist Process Politics in RSY 
Table 7.17 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of rationalist politics in 
the BPIP implementation in RSY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.17: Data on Rationalist Politics in RSY 
 

RSY project level RSY unit level Corporate level 
 

RSY PM#1 
 Tailored generic life cycle 

model valuable {11:5} 
 Minimalist project model 

developed from BPIP processes 
{11:8} 

 IFS not implemented → process 
implementation delay {11:9} 
 

RSY PM#2 
 Lack of follow-up on 

assessments [188] 
 Implementation through TMS 

adherence, BPIP and RSY 
implementation plan 
inconsequential [188] 

 Visible BPIP leadership needed 
[188] 

 
RSY senior VP 

 BPIP processes inapplicable, 
tailoring required {15:1} 

 Implementation as a 
management process {15:4} 

 RSY approach successful, 
contrast to bottom-up process 
{15:5} 

 Implementation basis = sense of 
urgency, expected value {15:6} 

 Training as key implementation 
factor {15:7} 

 
RSY implementation manager 

 BPIP processes evaluated by 
management → adaptation, 
implementation in new projects 
{20:1} 

 RSY PM#1 & RSY PM#2 
inexperienced, well-disposed 
towards BPIP {20:2} 

 Performance evaluation based 
on project completion not 
process adherence → focus on 
the former {20:5} 

 Not responsible for handling 
Terma-wide interests {20:13} 

 Few people involved in 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 Uneven progress in RSY {5:2} 
 Organizational focus on process 

improvement okay {5:7} 
 Deadline unrealistic according 

to project managers {25:4} 
 Out of touch with reality in RSY 

{25:7} 
 Belated cancellation of training 

{25:10} 
 IFS implementation stop in RSY 

{25:15} 
 RSY involvement dependent on 

perceived benefit, temporary 
participation stop {27:18} 

 Successful RSY business 
strategy, internal projects on 
hold vs. customer projects 
{27:45} 

 BPIP → RSY instructions and 
templates {27:50} 

 Many people involved, little 
progress {30:13} 

 Process adaptation, little impact 
{31:4} 

 Choice of projects → progress 
monitoring difficult {36:7} 

 RSY’s business strategy product 
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implementation → future 
adaptations necessary {20:14} 

 RSY needs driving evaluation of 
REQM {20:18} 

oriented {36:19} 
 

Corporate SPI agent#3 
 RSY senior VP’s effort 

satisfactory {25:3} 
    

 

7.4.2.1. RSY Project Level 
From RSY PM#1’s perspective, the BPIP processes were subject to possible adaptation prior to 
implementation in RSY. For example, an RSY specific project model was established and a 
minimal approach to project status reporting was chosen to substitute the process proposed by 
corporate management. In terms of the project model, “soft tailoring” of Terma’s generic life cycle 
model yielded a process description of product development in RSY. The adaptation was described 
as a carefully thought out process and the end product was considered to be well-suited for their 
needs and therefore worth observing. Some new processes were implemented without prior 
adaptation, e.g. the processes related to Configuration Management. Some people, including RSY 
PM#1, started using the new baseline concept. However, it never gained a foothold in RSY. One 
reason was a lack of IT process support. IFS (ERP system) was supposed to support a number of 
processes from CSSR (cost status and schedule report) reporting to product baselining, but RSY 
management had put off the decision on whether or not to use the system, which impacted the BPIP 
implementation negatively. Said RSY PM#1: “In Radar, we have not implemented any of it at all. 
In the new instruction, I can see that something like CSSR reporting is to be done in IFS. I can see 
that it is supposed to be done through [IFS], and we do not do that at all. And I have asked my 
superior who has asked [the RSY senior VP] what we can do about the fact that we do not do it as 
prescribed. We do it separately in Excel sheets and the like. And the answer was that our controller 
has been on maternity leave, and in the new year when she returns we will look into it to see how it 
suits us” {11:9}. 
 
In the opinion of RSY PM#2, the BPIP implementation lacked coordination and follow-up. He 
wanted the BPIP to demonstrate visible leadership. In terms of putting the new processes into 
practice, he was left to fend for himself. Guidance was offered by neither corporate management 
nor RSY, and his only source of information was the TMS containing generic process descriptions 
which offered no advice or examples to rely on. Moreover, in his implementation efforts he had no 
way of knowing whether he was conforming to expectations because he never received any 
feedback on the continuous process maturity assessments. The measurement reports that contained 
assessment results and analyses were distributed to the business units, but never reached him. 
Consequently, it was left to him to determine whether he was on the right implementation track. 
 

7.4.2.2. RSY Unit Level 
According to the RSY senior VP, the BPIP implementation in RSY was management driven, sought 
to tailor the new processes, and focused on the areas with the greatest improvement potential. He 
characterized the implementation approach as a “management process”. He decided against running 
pilot projects and involving a broad spectrum of employees in making the new processes their own. 
Instead, he decided on a top-down approach and summoned three of his managers with the purpose 
of tailoring and aligning the new processes with the RSY organization. It was a time-consuming 
endeavor but nevertheless a success. Training was one reason for the success and the corporate 
BPIP manager was credited for his assistance in providing for RSY’s training needs. The 
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undertaking was time-consuming due to the extent of the tailoring. The BPIP output, i.e. the generic 
process descriptions, was judged to be inapplicable without modification, which necessitated 
tailoring. He took as his starting point the need for processes to fit the business and not the other 
way around. Confronted with the need for tailoring, he prioritized the processes and process areas 
based on a “sense of urgency”, i.e. he decided to focus first and foremost on tangible benefits to the 
organization and leave the remaining processes and process areas for later. Said the RSY senior VP: 
“In relation to Project Monitoring and Control, Supplier Agreement Management, and 
Measurement and Analysis, which are in place, we have been able to see – well, let us make an 
effort because it might actually add value … The last two, Configuration Management and [Process 
and Product Quality Assurance], we are a little more … well, I would say we have put them on 
hold, because we have not had the resources to do anything about it … but you can say it is a 
balance, because had we seen any serious deficiencies in the way we do things today, where 
implementing for example CMMI level 2 compliant Configuration Management would solve some 
of the problems in our everyday lives, then we had of course prioritized it a little higher and perhaps 
gotten farther, right. But we have not felt a sense of urgency regarding these two” {15:6}. 
 
From the RSY implementation manager’s perspective, the BPIP implementation in RSY was 
characterized by adaptation and limited dissemination. The management approach in RSY was to 
start out with small scale process implementation without piloting processes. Each process area was 
evaluated in turn, and it was determined which processes were readily applicable and which 
processes required “local bending” to RSY needs. “Local bending” or not, it was decided to 
implement the new processes on only a few new projects that were being started at that time. The 
chosen approach to BPIP implementation involved relatively few people, increasing the possible 
future need for further adaptation. The choice of approach was not based on a desire to be contrary 
but a wish to serve RSY interests best. Requirements Management was mentioned as an example of 
a process area needing evaluation to determine whether RSY interests were being met. His own 
performance evaluation was based on RSY interests and RSY business performance not corporate-
wide interests. He was accountable for projects being completed on time. He was not receiving any 
commendations for adhering to TMS procedures etc. Consequently, he focused on getting RSY its 
money’s worth from participating in the BPIP. In terms of value, he was under the impression that 
RSY PM#1 and RSY PM#2 had had positive process implementation experiences. These two 
project managers in particular were inexperienced, unprejudiced, and therefore impressionable. Said 
the RSY implementation manager: “I want to say that the two people, [RSY PM#1] and [RSY 
PM#2], who have primarily tried to put [the processes] to use have, generally speaking, been happy 
about it, in my opinion. It is probably somewhat characteristic that they are fairly new people, so 
they did not have preconceptions about how to do things and compare it to what has previously 
been done” {20:2}. 
 

7.4.2.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the corporate BPIP manager, it was not easy to monitor implementation progress 
in RSY in part due to the choice of implementation projects. At one time, he admitted to having lost 
track of the situation in RSY. While he saw the implementation focus and involvement of people in 
RSY as satisfactory at times, he saw slow progress and lack of commitment at other times. The 
latter was exemplified by people declining invitations to corporate led process training and project 
managers judging the implementation deadline to be unrealistic. In terms of implementation 
approach, RSY had settled on translating the BPIP processes into a number of business unit specific 
instructions and templates. This approach was an attempt to maximize the value to RSY and it 
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impacted their willingness to change existing practices. They were, for example, reluctant to use a 
new requirements management tool before having determined its value for themselves. For the 
same reason implementation of the corporate-wide ERP system (IFS) was put on standby, although 
it was a core BPIP process support system. Because of their business strategy and market success, 
RSY was allowed to assign a lower priority to internal projects like the BPIP in favor of customer 
projects. Similarly, development of future products took precedence over process improvement. 
Said the corporate BPIP manager: “Radar has chosen a totally different approach, and they have had 
an all-important [product development] project. So in reality, they have not done a whole lot, but 
they have spent an enormous amount of time working on procedures and instructions themselves at 
the management level” {31:4}. 
 
According to corporate SPI agent#3, the RSY senior VP made a satisfactory effort, although he did 
it in his own way. Said corporate SPI agent#3: “When I looked at [the RSY senior VP], to take an 
example, he did as we had agreed, though in his own way. So he had everything in place using his 
own methodology, and he did it well because he had it under control and had a sense of 
perspective” {25:3}. 
 

7.4.2.4. Results 
At the project level, RSY PM#1 acknowledged that the implementation in RSY was impeded by a 
lack of IT support. He stated that the company-wide ERP system was not being used in RSY 
pending a decision by the proper RSY authority as to whether or not it should be used by the 
business unit. The fact that this issue remained unresolved due to a delay in the decision making 
process resulted in process implementation postponement because the ERP system was supposed to 
be used as a process support tool. In describing RSY’s tailoring approach to process 
implementation, RSY PM#1 characterized the process and outcome as valuable, including a generic 
process life cycle. The purpose was to create a minimalist project model. To the lack of IT support 
mentioned by RSY PM#1, RSY PM#2 added a lack of implementation guidance and feedback. He 
was, for example, not privy to the results of process maturity assessments of his project. As a 
consequence, he did not know how he was faring in terms of process implementation. 
 
At the unit level, the RSY senior VP described the implementation approach as a management 
process, i.e. a top-down process, and he contrasted the approach with a bottom-up process. The 
RSY implementation manager corroborated this interpretation of events. The RSY senior VP 
explained that the output from the BPIP, i.e. the new processes, had been found inapplicable in RSY 
without prior modification and that extensive tailoring had been deemed necessary. Furthermore, in 
terms of implementation, he stated that the processes had been tailored and put into practice based 
on the estimated value of the processes and the level of urgency. The desire to accommodate RSY 
needs as the driver behind the selected process implementation approach was confirmed by the RSY 
implementation manager. From his perspective, it was common practice in RSY to put completion 
before process. Project managers were evaluated based on their ability to complete projects on time 
not their ability to ensure that practices conformed to established processes. The company-wide 
processes that were (re-)defined by the BPIP were subsequently tailored to RSY needs, for example 
by taking into account the criteria by which project managers were evaluated. The outcome was a 
lightweight solution compared to the more detailed corporate processes. In terms of actual 
implementation, limited resources were spent on putting the new processes into practice, i.e. few 
people were involved in the implementation effort. As a consequence, future adaptations were 
anticipated if broad based implementation revealed a need for changes to accommodate a wider 
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variety of projects in RSY. The two people participating in the implementation effort, RSY PM#1 
and RSY PM#2, were seen by the RSY implementation manager as well-disposed towards the 
BPIP. He attributed their positive attitude to their lack of project management, experience meaning 
that they had no preconceptions about how to plan and execute projects. 
 
At the corporate level, the corporate BPIP manager described status in RSY as inconclusive, 
because the implementation progress was uneven from one project to another. However, the 
organizational focus on process improvement was deemed satisfactory. His lack of grasp on reality 
in RSY was mentioned on more than one occasion. He emphasized that the choice of projects made 
monitoring the process implementation progress difficult and he expressed pessimism about process 
implementation in RSY. Many people had been involved with seemingly little progress. He noticed 
signs indicating that it would be a difficult undertaking. As an example, he perceived a last minute 
cancellation of scheduled training in the business unit as evidence of a lack of commitment. 
Announcements by RSY management reinforced this perception. First, management decided to 
shelve the implementation of the company-wide ERP system that was supposed to support several 
of the new processes. Second, management declared a temporary stop to RSY’s BPIP participation. 
The development of the next generation of radar systems was given a higher priority. Thus, the final 
result was attributed to the energy spent on internal product development rather than process 
implementation. In the end, he concluded that impact had been limited, although there was evidence 
of people having spent time on process adaptation.  
 

7.4.3. Interpretive Process Politics in RSY 
Table 7.18 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of interpretive politics 
in the BPIP implementation in RSY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.18: Data on Interpretive Politics in RSY 
 

RSY project level RSY unit level Corporate level 
 

RSY PM#1 
 Changing BPIP attitudes → 

confusion {11:3} 
 Lightweight processes → 

positive experiences {11:4} 
 Ambiguous CEO statements 

hurting implementation {11:10} 
 Self-image = BPIP supporter 

{11:13} 
 Changing RSY attitudes → 

scheming {11:15} 
 

RSY PM#2 
 BPIP management lax [188] 
 Self-image = lone rider [188] 
 RSY management demands 

added value [188] 
 

 
RSY senior VP 

 BPIP adds value {15:3} 
 Useful corporate feedback 

{15:9} 
 Top-down approach → no 

resistance {15:10} 
 Low assessment cost-benefit 

{15:13} 
 

RSY implementation manager 
 Processes tailored to 

departments {4:9} 
 Acts as filter between BPIP and 

projects {4:16} 
 BPIP focus on business unit 

needs {20:6} 
 Redirect BPIP → motivation 

and success {20:8} 
 BPIP snowball → impact 

measurement impossible {20:7} 
 Best practices unique to 

business units {20:10} 

 
The CEO 

 RSY reluctantly admitting no 
added value from BPIP {9:6} 
 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 RSY assessments → 
overestimated maturity {2:3} 

 Implementation progress 
unknown {3:1} 

 Ambiguous RSY interest in 
training {3:6} 

 BPIP tailoring in RSY and AES 
{3:7} 

 Ongoing tailoring, progress 
unclear {4:7} 

 RSY strategy = tailoring, 
lightweight processes {4:9} 

 RSY unique according to RSY 
manager {27:33} 

 SPI based on RSY needs 
{27:32} 

 RSY manager = Mr. know-it-all, 
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 Lessons learned in RSY → SPI 
value, not BPIP {20:15} 

 BPIP → little project execution 
value {20:16} 

planning unimportant {41:7} 
 Emphasizes RSY interests over 

common good {41:9} 
 

    
 

7.4.3.1. RSY Project Level 
From RSY PM#1’s perspective, it was difficult to interpret RSY’s position on the BPIP. Political 
maneuvering took place behind the scenes and opinions changed over the course of the BPIP. This 
made it difficult to ascertain RSY management’s attitude towards the BPIP, which was a cause for 
concern. Said RSY PM#1: “It illustrates how things have changed – from being something that 
management said we had to do, to being something management says we are not going to do. Such 
mixed signals are very confusing. Therefore, it is very difficult to decipher what to do and what not 
to do” {11:3}. Also, RSY management commitment was not explicitly stated and there were no 
clear standards or goals for RSY participation in implementation of new processes. The senior VPs 
made ambiguous statements about the priority of the BPIP and confused or mixed signals were also 
sent by the CEO. All in all, this ambiguity and lack of explicit commitment at the RSY management 
level had a cascading effect on middle managers and project managers. Despite RSY management’s 
changing opinions, RSY PM#1 described himself as a supporter of the BPIP, and he perceived the 
implementation process as a positive experience leading to lightweight but nonetheless usable 
process descriptions. RSY PM#2 shared this perception of RSY management’s vague commitment 
to the BPIP. In his opinion, RSY management supported the BPIP only to the extent that it created 
value for RSY projects. Consequently, the BPIP lacked management attention in RSY, which in 
turn negatively influenced support among the project managers. For example, the fact that RSY 
PM#2 was not familiar with the content of the RSY implementation plan suggested that the BPIP 
did not weigh heavily on his mind. The implementation plan spelled out in detail which processes 
should be implemented when, and this would have been known by project managers if the BPIP had 
been a priority. 
 

7.4.3.2. RSY Unit Level 
According to the RSY senior VP, the BPIP had a positive effect on existing practices through the 
implementation of valuable processes. This positive impression was confirmed through constructive 
feedback from the corporate BPIP manager. The implementation enjoyed unanimous management 
support and was based on a top-down approach. Three managers were involved and they jointly 
decided on needs for process tailoring, modified processes accordingly, and had them put into 
practice. However, criticism was raised in relation to the maturity assessments that were conducted 
periodically. The assessments were described as a negative experience for the involved RSY 
employees. They were a drain on already strained resources and the reports, detailing 
implementation issues and areas of non-conformance, did not yield enough information that was 
useful for guiding present and future implementation efforts. Said the RSY senior VP: “It was a 
shocking experience for my organization to be hit by such an [assessment] questionnaire. The 
balance between the effort that was put into filling out these questionnaires by my organization and 
the results, the [assessment] reports that I received, was lopsided” {15:13}. 
 
From the RSY implementation manager’s perspective, the BPIP was a misguided attempt to 
identify and define best practice across the organization. The BPIP focused on finding the largest 
common denominator between the participating business units instead of catering to the individual 
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needs of each business unit. This was a mistake because best practices were not necessarily 
identical across the organization. His experience as VP for product development had taught him that 
an important source for improving existing practices was lessons learned from product innovation. 
In fact, he expected to gain more in terms of process improvement from ongoing efforts to develop 
the next product line, i.e. the next generation of radars, than from participating in the BPIP. 
Priorities within RSY reflected that this was a widespread perception that had a negative impact on 
motivation and goodwill in relation to the BPIP. In fact, the RSY implementation manager found it 
necessary to act as a filter between the BPIP and the RSY organization in order to reduce ‘the noise’ 
associated with process implementation. In criticizing the BPIP, he compared it to a rolling 
snowball: It was impossible to measure the impact because projects and the contexts in which they 
operated were constantly changing shape. The BPIP was, thus, in a permanent state of transition at 
the project level within RSY. Said the RSY implementation manager: “With such a process 
apparatus, you start out by making a snowball and get it rolling, and then you expect it to yield a 
positive result somewhere down the line. But the problem is that you will never be able to measure 
it because it will be three years before it is implemented. You simply have no way of measuring it. 
Many things will have changed in three years and you cannot pinpoint with any kind of certainty 
the cause of a possible success or failure” {20:7}. In this way, the RSY implementation manager 
was in line with the RSY senior VP criticizing not only the feasibility but also the value of ongoing 
process maturity assessments. 
 

7.4.3.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the CEO, RSY management saw no value in the BPIP whatsoever, although they 
were reluctant to admit it. Only when the CEO was very persistent and forthright with the RSY 
senior VP, did he receive his clear assessment that the BPIP had offered no value to RSY. Said the 
CEO: “What is interesting is that at the last [operational review] meetings, I have raised the 
question – especially targeted at the RD&E director: ‘What have you gained from [CMMI] level 2 – 
that you have completed some level 2 projects?’ … In Radar they are hesitant to answer me. They 
are shy: ‘We cannot really say what we feel deep down inside’. When I push the subject, they say: 
‘Not a damn thing’. It has focused on the wrong thing, but at least we have cleaned up those 
[CMMI level 2] things” {9:6}.108

 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, RSY had chosen an implementation strategy that implied 
tailoring processes defined at the corporate level to the individual needs of the business units. He 
accepted that RSY had a self-image of being unique, implying that the BPIP, from their perspective, 
should cater to their needs. Awareness of what served the common interests of all business units 
within Terma was not prevalent; focus was, first and foremost, on what served RSY’s interests best. 
Said the corporate BPIP manager: “Radar has said: ‘We only want to use [the BPIP processes] on 
new projects, and we want to go through all of [the processes] and make our own version, before we 
implement it’. This does not make it go faster. It does not make them experiment. It does not make 
them harmonize. However, it is not an attempt to impede the project. It is not negative. Nobody 
tries to sabotage it. It is just their opinion of what serves their interests best, and they are trying to 
carry that out with very little regard for the common good” {41:9}.109 In keeping with this 
characterization of RSY as a self-sufficient business unit, the corporate BPIP manager described 
                                                 
108 The use of this quotation in accounting for both radical and interpretive politics in the BPIP implementation and 
outcome goes to show that the same data can be interpreted differently depending on political perspective. 
109 The use of this quotation in accounting for both pluralist and interpretive politics in the BPIP implementation and 
outcome goes to show that the same data can be interpreted differently depending on political perspective. 
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one of the key actors in RSY as an I-know-better type of person who did not favor meticulous 
project planning. Although it might have been possible to pursue the interests of the business unit 
and the common good of the company as a whole simultaneously, there was no evidence to suggest 
that RSY adopted such a strategy in relation to the BPIP. The corporate BPIP manager felt out of 
touch with the situation in RSY. He was uncertain about implementation progress within the 
business unit and also about RSY’s interest in corporate involvement in process training. He 
received ambiguous messages regarding process training and it was unclear whether RSY was 
committed to training in practice or only in theory. However, the corporate BPIP manager expected 
that process maturity assessments would challenge the self-proclaimed maturity of RSY by 
documenting CMMI non-compliance issues. This view was based on his personal experience as a 
former project manager in the business unit. 
 

7.4.3.4. Results 
The interpretive perspective revealed competing social constructions of reality related to RSY. 
There was a discrepancy between the value and impact of the BPIP as presented by RSY 
management, on one hand, and by the CEO and the corporate BPIP manager supported by 
assessment data, on the other hand. There was, in other words, a discrepancy between RSY’s 
engagement in the BPIP as a symbol of progress and commitment to corporate-wide collaboration 
and how RSY’s BPIP efforts were reflected in assessments and were viewed from the outside. 
Moreover, several statements indicated an internal incongruity within RSY between espoused 
support for the BPIP and practical opposition to the BPIP, e.g. expressed as resistance to process 
maturity assessments or as unwillingness to adopt corporate standards.  
 
Specifically, the RSY senior VP put a positive spin on the implementation process and suggested 
that RSY management had actively decided to engage in the BPIP rather than follow corporate 
directives. He portrayed the BPIP within RSY as a management driven project with no 
organizational resistance and described both the process and its outcome as positive. In terms of 
process, the collaboration between RSY and corporate BPIP management was described as a 
positive experience yielding constructive and useful feedback. In terms of outcome, the 
implemented processes were described as valuable to future RSY practice.  
 
Assessments, however, were objects of criticism. RSY management experienced the assessments as 
a waste of time. First, their value as input to corrective actions and suggested improvements was 
described as too small compared to the assessment cost. Second, the reliability of the assessments 
was disputed with reference to the changing circumstances of projects making it impossible to 
identify cause and effect relationships. This opposition to the assessments revealed an incongruity 
between the socially constructed image of RSY participation and the way in which actors made 
sense of the actual process and its impact. Assessment results raised doubts about the level of RSY 
engagement in process implementation: Whereas RSY management painted a picture of the 
implementation as smooth and unproblematic, one RSY project manager told of internal ambiguity 
and conflicting signals; although RSY management painted a picture of active participation in the 
implementation process, commitment to participate was perceived as vague by some actors (i.e. 
reality was ambiguous); and while RSY expressed strong interest in corporate process training, the 
actual demand for such training was not evident. These examples of incongruity signal participation 
in theory, but lack of focus on implementation in practice. However, since the implementation 
process was shrouded in darkness, actual progress remained unclear during the implementation. 
 

 185



7.4.4. Radical Process Politics in RSY 
Table 7.19 presents an overview of the data that were coded as expressions of radical politics in the 
BPIP implementation in RSY. These data elements are the basis for the following analysis. 
 

Table 7.19: Data on Radical Politics in RSY 
 

RSY project level RSY unit level Corporate level 
 

RSY PM#1 
 RSY implementation manager: 

no efforts on CMMI alone 
{11:2} 
 

RSY PM#2 
 RSY implementation manager: 

if no project value → no 
implementation [188] 

 
RSY senior VP 

 BPIP focused on development 
not customer projects {15:2} 

 Self-image: lean vs. CMMI 
person {15:8} 

 
RSY implementation manager 

 BPIP = a commodity to be sold; 
criticism at lower levels, the 
CEO not opposed by senior VPs 
{4:12} 

 Process adherence not included 
in project management 
evaluation → BPIP not a 
priority {4:15} 

 RSY implementation manager = 
filter between project managers 
and BPIP {4:16} 

 BPIP = example of unsound 
process ideology {4:17} 

 Scrap CMMI, focus on value 
chain optimizations {20:12} 

 
Corporate BPIP manager 

 The CEO convinced of RSY 
lack of interest in CMMI by 
RSY senior VP {32:3} 

 
Corporate SPI agent#4 

 No CMMI need in RSY {16:12} 

    
 

7.4.4.1. RSY Project Level 
From RSY PM#1’s perspective, his superior – the RSY implementation manager – had told him to 
cease all activities solely related to the CMMI. He wanted to focus on RSY interests and needs. 
Said RSY PM#1: “In the beginning, it was an enormous commitment and something we had to do 
and with full management support. Lately it is something that we do not have to do. I have a recent 
example from my boss … It is because on our activity plan for next year, it says that we have to 
implement the CMMI requirements for Requirements Management in Radar, and we were going to 
hold a meeting about it last Friday … and I report to my boss that we held a meeting about 
Requirements Management and that we had a good discussion about it … I think it is interesting 
what my boss responds to that: ‘You have had a good meeting, but one thing is clear: There will be 
no effort spent on activities that are only about CMMI. We will only implement what we want, 
meaning what we can use, and nothing else’ “ {11:2}. In RSY PM#2’s eyes, he received a similar 
message from the RSY implementation manager. RSY PM#2 was instructed to implement only 
those processes that would add value to the project. 
 

7.4.4.2. RSY Unit Level 
According to the RSY senior VP, the BPIP had a misguided focus on systems development given 
that a major part of RSY’s business foundation was customer projects. Not only was the BPIP’s 
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focus out of sync with RSY interests, but the underlying model for process innovation, the CMMI, 
did not appeal to him. He wanted a broader scope for process improvements than that offered by the 
CMMI. Said the RSY senior VP: “I am more of a lean person than a CMMI person, that is, I look at 
what adds value: How do we ensure that we do things thoroughly, carefully, and do we do it right? 
To me, that is what it is all about. And of course CMMI is one of many toolboxes that you can pick 
off a shelf, select a few tools, and say: ‘That is it’. But there are also many other places where 
things can be inspected. That is my approach to it: Broaden the perspective. Look for things we do 
that do not make sense and do something about it” {15:8}. 
 
From the RSY implementation manager’s perspective, people were not convinced of the value of 
the BPIP. Despite criticism at lower levels of the organizational hierarchy, the senior VPs were not 
prepared to confront the CEO with concerns of their own. The BPIP and similar projects did not 
attract people’s attention or as he so forcefully put it: “Nobody gives a damn”. Project managers, for 
their part, were evaluated based on other parameters than process adherence, and he felt obliged to 
shield them against unreasonable demands imposed by the BPIP. He made no secret of the fact that 
he did not want CMMI derived requirements as guiding principles for process improvements at 
Terma. He wanted the value chains of each business unit to be determining for the focus of process 
improvements. Said the RSY implementation manager: “Bringing matters to a head, I think you 
should drop all that CMMI and then you should look at the value chain and get a dialogue going 
with the people who have to make sure the value chain generates the kind of value that is wanted … 
The CMMI model, for example, does not focus at all on the value chain of the business” {20:12}. 
 

7.4.4.3. Corporate Level 
In the opinion of the CEO, the RSY senior VP admitted reluctantly to a lack of interest in the BPIP. 
Said the CEO: “What is interesting is that at the last [operational review] meetings, I have raised the 
question – especially targeted at the RD&E director: ‘What have you gained from [CMMI] level 2 – 
that you have completed some level 2 projects?’ … In Radar they are hesitant to answer me. They 
are shy: ‘We cannot really say what we feel deep down inside’. When I push the subject, they say: 
‘Not a damn thing’. It has focused on the wrong thing, but at least we have cleaned up those 
[CMMI level 2] things” {9:6}. 
 
According to the corporate BPIP manager, the RSY senior VP succeeded in convincing the CEO of 
the lack of value of the CMMI to RSY. Said the corporate BPIP manager: “[The CEO] cannot 
understand that his business units do not have an extreme need for [the CMMI], especially ASY and 
ISY, but also RSY. [The RSY senior VP] was able to refute it. [The CEO] was willing to accept 
that” {32:3}. 
 
From corporate SPI agent#4’s perspective, RSY’s lack of interest in the CMMI was a natural 
consequence of having a homogeneous business model that made it easy to establish an overview 
and determine what needed to be done in terms of process improvement. Said corporate SPI 
agent#4: “We have a much broader and more diverse business model than the one [the RSY senior 
VP] works with because he focuses more narrowly on his product, his product follow-up. This 
makes his world easier and with reasonable perspective you can say that: ‘CMMI will not change 
much for me because I already know what needs to be done’ “ {16:12}. 
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7.4.4.4. Results 
Both RSY PM#1 and RSY PM#2 were told not to waste time and energy on CMMI related 
activities; only the BPIP related processes that were considered valuable to project execution were 
to be implemented. For his part, the RSY senior VP described himself as a ‘lean’ type of person 
rather than a CMMI supporter, which was a verbal assault on the CMMI based BPIP ideology. 
From the corporate BPIP manager’s perspective, the RSY senior VP’s dislike of the CMMI led him 
to convince the CEO of RSY’s lack of interest in the model. For his part, the RSY implementation 
manager spoke of resistance (struggle) to the BPIP ideology among the employees. Thus, signs of 
an ideological struggle between the establishment and the grassroots – or between corporate 
management and RSY – were detectable. Additionally, the RSY implementation manager 
mentioned the fact that project managers were neither rewarded nor berated for their process 
adherence or the lack thereof. Therefore, the BPIP and the implementation of new processes were 
not a priority for them. That RSY management evaluated the performance of their project managers 
based on other criteria than the values underlying the BPIP ideology was an indication of RSY’s 
struggle against corporate oppression. The RSY implementation manager placed himself in a key 
position in this struggle by perceiving himself to be a filter between the BPIP and the project 
managers as he regarded it as his responsibility to protect his people from the dominant process 
ideology. Through comparison to another company-wide project – implementation of the RoHS 
directive – the RSY implementation manager revealed his opposition to such cross-disciplinary 
projects and the underlying process ideology. To paraphrase the RSY implementation manager: 
“Why bother”. This opposition was most clearly expressed through an appeal to abandon the CMMI 
in favor of a focus on improvements based on value chain analyses in each business unit. In 
summary, the CMMI ideology did not penetrate the management level in RSY and as a 
consequence it did not have an impact at the project level either, though there were a couple of 
indications that one of the project managers bought into the ideology. Resistance based on an 
emphasis on the concept of ‘lean’ as well as customer demands and interests was evident in RSY, 
and this explains the process implementation result in RSY. The external ideological pressure was 
fended off. 
 

7.4.5. Within-case Synthesis 
Each of the four political perspectives contributes in varying degrees to the explanation of the BPIP 
implementation process and outcome in RSY. In this subsection, I will emphasize the contribution 
of each perspective but also point out their limitations. Furthermore, I will discuss the explanatory 
power of each of the four political perspectives for the BPIP implementation in RSY. 
 
The pluralist perspective helps explain the lack of interest in the BPIP and the low priority given to 
process implementation. The pluralist perspective does not, however, help explain the apparent 
implementation success in RSY. The RSY senior VP made no secret of the fact that the BPIP was 
in conflict with RSY interests. First, the BPIP’s focus on project management was ill-aligned with 
RSY’s customer orientation. Second, the BPIP’s focus on process standardization was at odds with 
RSY’s preference for process improvement tailored to individual business needs. Third, the BPIP’s 
focus on process adherence was in stark contrast to RSY rewarding project managers for meeting 
deadlines and satisfying customer demands. The conflict was most visible at the project level where 
project managers were asked to implement only those new processes that were seen as adding value 
to the projects. At the same time, they were left to fend for themselves and received limited 
guidance and information. The RSY implementation manager sought a negotiated solution to the 
conflict by shielding the RSY projects from the administrative burden of valueless processes. He 
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and other stakeholders insisted upon deciding for themselves whether or not to implement the new 
processes and the accompanying IT tools. Though the corporate manager recognized the lack of 
RSY commitment and the obstacles to process diffusion and institutionalization in RSY, he 
attempted to retain control of the implementation process by monitoring progress, communicating 
non-compliance, and offering support in the form of training. However, differences in powerbases 
between the corporate BPIP manager and the RSY stakeholders influenced the BPIP 
implementation process and outcome to RSY’s liking. 
 
The rationalist perspective helps explain the implementation of selected BPIP processes. The 
rationalist perspective does not, however, help explain the lack of clarity when it comes to 
implementation progress. The goal of the BPIP implementation in RSY was to reap the tangible 
benefits with minimum effort. To that end, the RSY senior VP decided on a management driven 
implementation of the new processes. RSY management made a decision about which processes to 
tailor to RSY needs and implement based on a sense of urgency and an evaluation of the value 
(value judgment) and applicability of the processes. The result was the implementation of a 
lightweight version of the new processes. He and the RSY implementation manager used their 
legitimate and formal authority to see the implementation through with limited resources being 
spent at the project level. Projects with inexperienced project managers were chosen for 
implementation because of their susceptibility to new processes. However, the project managers’ 
lack of information, support, and other forms of guidance resulted in the implementation having 
only a minor impact on project practices. For his part, the corporate BPIP manager had trouble 
monitoring and affecting implementation progress. First, measurements data presented inconclusive 
snapshots of status. Second, he lacked the authority to influence the prioritization of goals in RSY 
whose business strategy and market success allowed them to prioritize customer oriented product 
development rather than internal process implementation. 
 
The interpretive perspective helps explain the incongruity between RSY’s participation in theory 
and practice. The interpretive perspective does not, however, help explain RSY’s lack of support for 
the BPIP in practice. Competing pictures of the reality of the BPIP implementation in RSY existed 
side by side. On the one hand, the RSY senior VP emphasized the positive impact of the BPIP on 
existing practices – a social construction that RSY PM#1 contributed to by describing his 
implementation experience as positive. On the other hand, the RSY implementation manager 
criticized not only the BPIP goal of process standardization but also the implementation process. In 
particular, he disputed the reliability of the process maturity assessments (the RSY senior VP also 
questioned the value of these assessments). The RSY project managers tried to make sense of the 
apparent ambiguity towards the BPIP and responded by implementing the new processes hesitantly. 
For his part, the corporate BPIP manager came to terms with it and made sense of the espoused 
support of, and practical opposition (for example in terms of assessments) to, the BPIP by 
anticipating assessments to challenge RSY’s proclaimed process maturity. Both the CEO’s 
questioning of the RSY senior VP and the ongoing assessments showed a discrepancy between the 
symbolic representation of RSY as pro-BPIP and the actual impact of process implementation. 
 
The radical perspective helps explain RSY’s lack of interest in the CMMI. The radical perspective 
does not, however, help explain why some of the new processes were implemented to the 
satisfaction of all involved. RSY management found the BPIP’s focus on CMMI based 
improvements to be misdirected. Neither the RSY senior VP nor the RSY implementation manager 
bought into the CMMI ideology and practices. Both the RSY business model and the constraints in 
the business unit’s environment (i.e. the market demands confronting RSY) made the CMMI an 
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illogical choice of model for process innovation. They were influenced by competing ideologies 
associated with lean principles and value chain analysis. The RSY senior VP’s standing up to the 
CEO and confessing to a lack of interest in the CMMI were signs of emancipation and struggle 
against the ideological oppression associated with corporate management’s preference for the 
CMMI. The project level was the battleground for this struggle as evidenced by the RSY 
implementation manager’s unambiguous call for a cessation of CMMI specific activities. RSY 
PM#1 and RSY PM#2 were told to implement only processes with a clear value to the projects. 
 
The analyses reveal that each of the four political perspectives contributes to an explanation of the 
BPIP implementation process and outcome in RSY. As illustrated by Table 7.20, each perspective 
answers some questions while leaving others unanswered. Despite their differences, the 
perspectives complement each other. 
 

Table 7.20: Four Perspectives on the BPIP Implementation in RSY 
 

Political perspective Helps explain Does not help explain 
 The pluralist 

perspective 

 The conflict of interests 
 The lack of interest in the BPIP 
 The low implementation priority 

 The ‘apparent’ implementation 
success 

 The rationalist 
perspective  The partial implementation  The lack of implementation 

progress clarity 

 The interpretive 
perspective 

 The implementation tactics 
 The implementation outcome 
 The incongruity between participation in 

theory and practice 

 The lack of support for the BPIP 
in practice 

 The radical 
perspective  The lack of interest in the CMMI  The partial implementation 

    
 
Although all perspectives make a contribution, their explanatory powers differ. The interpretive and 
the pluralist perspectives offer primary and secondary explanations, respectively. The interpretive 
perspective helps explain the implementation tactics of feigning participation (social construction) 
while in reality doing very little in terms of putting the new processes into practice. As a result the 
interpretive perspective also helps explain the end result (status quo). The pluralist perspective helps 
explain the conflict of interests between the BPIP and RSY in terms of process improvement 
approach (standardization versus differentiation), focus (project versus customer orientation), and 
objective (process adherence versus meeting deadlines) as well as the consequence for the BPIP 
implementation (being given low priority). The pluralist perspective is secondary to the interpretive 
perspective in the sense that the former is able to help explain the lack of interest in the BPIP, but is 
not able to help explain the implementation tactics of saying one thing and doing another, i.e. why it 
was difficult to get a precise reading of the implementation process in RSY (as evidenced by the 
corporate BPIP manager’s lack of progress overview). Despite their contributions, the radical and 
the rationalist perspectives do not by themselves offer coherent explanations of the implementation 
attitude, process, and outcome in RSY. By focusing on opposing forces of ideological oppression 
and emancipation (the radical perspective) and authority and fact based decision making (the 
rationalist perspective) alone, it is not possible to establish an explanation of the BPIP 
implementation. Attempts at emancipation from ideological oppression (the CMMI) were evident at 
the RSY management level (the radical perspective), but the struggle does not help explain the 
implementation tactics or the fact that some processes were nevertheless put into practice. Also, 
some processes were found (value judgment) to be supportive of RSY goals and implemented by 
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management (authority) decree (the rationalist perspective), but rational decision making does not 
help explain the lack of clarity surrounding the entire implementation process in RSY. 
 
We have now seen how the four (and especially two) political perspectives help us understand and 
explain the weak impact of the BPIP on RSY in accordance with the low degree of alignment 
between the BPIP goals and the RSY business strategy. The pluralist perspective helps explain the 
divergence of BPIP and RSY interests as a result of the misalignment between the BPIP goals and 
the RSY business strategy. BPIP participation was seen as being at variance with, for example, 
RSY’s customer orientation. Furthermore, the radical perspective helps explain the lack of interest 
in the BPIP as a result of RSY management’s rejection of the CMMI ideology and practices. In 
terms of impact, the interpretive perspective helps explain why only few changes were introduced 
to existing practices in RSY despite claims of support and participation (implementation tactic). In 
essence, their actions did not measure up to their espoused support and participation. The weak 
impact notwithstanding, changes were introduced, and the rationalist perspective helps explain why 
and how selected processes were put into practice. 
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8. Discussion 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter discusses the contributions of my research by presenting a cross-case synthesis, 
comparing political perspectives’ explanatory power, describing patterns of political behavior, 
establishing theoretical concepts and propositions, and relating the research findings to current 
knowledge. 
 

CONTENT 
Variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior are explained by different patterns of 
political behavior. Pluralist, rationalist, interpretive and radical politics shape implementation 
processes and outcomes, and these four perspectives on organizational politics are, in varying 
degrees, able to explain the political patterns. 11 propositions are established to guide practitioners 
in managing process innovation behavior. 
 
 
In chapter 7, the implementation process and outcome were analyzed through four political 
perspectives for each of the four business units participating in the BPIP at Terma. Each case 
analysis was concluded by a within-case synthesis for the purpose of comparing the explanatory 
power of each political perspective in accounting for what happened (or did not happen) and why. 
In this chapter, the research findings from the preceding case analyses are compared across business 
units in a cross-case synthesis, the findings are related to the literature, lessons learned are 
extrapolated from the findings, and propositions are established based on the findings. 
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8.1. Cross-Case Synthesis 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section presents a cross-case synthesis based on the preceding case analyses and within-case 
syntheses. The explanatory power of the four perspectives on organizational politics is compared 
across business units. Furthermore, the four patterns of political behavior that play out at Terma 
are described, which in turn leads to concepts and propositions about patterns of political 
behavior, the applicability of different political perspectives, and different political strategies for 
managing process innovation efforts. 
 

CONTENT 
The four political perspectives contribute in varying degrees to explanations of process 
implementation success and failure. Rationalist politics seems to contribute to implementation 
success. Pluralist politics seems to contribute to implementation failure or limited success. Each 
political perspective offers the primary explanation of the BPIP implementation process and 
outcome in one business unit and the secondary explanation in another. None of the cases are 
explained by a single perspective. Therefore, no single perspective is superior and multiple 
perspectives are not only necessary but contribute to a richer picture of implementation processes 
and outcomes. Four patterns of political behavior are identified: Applying-the-hammer, walking-
the-talk, keeping-up-appearances, and struggling-to-engage. The implications for practice of the 
patterns are formulated as four propositions complementing additional propositions about, on the 
one hand, the usefulness of the four political perspectives under various circumstances and, on the 
other hand, the applicability of different types of leadership of process implementation. 
 
 

8.1.1. Political Explanations of Impact Variance 
As the preceding case analyses and within-case syntheses showed, the explanatory power of the 
four political perspectives differs across the business units. It is this difference in the explanatory 
power of the four perspectives that explains the impact variation across the four business units. That 
is, differences in political behavior explain the variations in the implementation processes and 
outcomes. In subsection 8.1.2, these differences are described as four patterns of process politics. 
The within-case syntheses identified the primary and secondary perspectives for each case. Table 
8.1 summarizes the results of the within-case syntheses. 
 

Table 8.1: Political Explanations of Impact Variations 
 

Perspective AES ASY ISY RSY 
Pluralist  1  2 
Rationalist 1  2  
Interpretive 2   1 
Radical  2 1  

    
 
Looking at the BPIP implementation across the business units, some interesting observations can be 
made. First, the four political perspectives contribute in varying degrees to explanations of process 
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implementation success and failure. Rationalist politics seems to contribute to implementation 
success. In the case of AES, it was combined with interpretive politics whereby the leading 
management figure successfully fostered a social construction of the project reflecting the various 
interests. In the case of ISY, it was combined with radical politics whereby the business unit chose 
to adopt the CMMI ideology and practices. Pluralist politics seems to contribute to implementation 
failure or limited success. In the case of ASY, conflicting interests between the market forces 
influencing ASY and the CMMI ideology and practices were evident. In the case of RSY, 
management had no interest in the CMMI ideology and practices, but the conflict remained latent 
largely due to the successful social construction of an unproblematic relationship between RSY and 
the BPIP. Second, each political perspective offers the primary explanation of the implementation 
process and outcome in one business unit and the secondary explanation in another. For example, 
the pluralist perspective is primary in ASY and secondary in RSY in terms of explaining the 
implementation processes and outcomes in these two business units. Third, none of the cases are 
explained by a single perspective. All perspectives contribute to our understanding and an 
explanation of the BPIP process and outcome in each business unit. In turn, these observations have 
several implications. First, no single perspective is superior in terms of explanatory power in all 
cases. Second, more than one perspective is necessary to understand and explain each case. Third, 
the greater the number of perspectives that are used, the richer the picture becomes. A multi-
perspective approach is necessary for a complete explanation as each perspective helps explain 
some aspects of the case while leaving out others. 
 
Table 8.2 summarizes the explanatory power (high, medium, or low) of the four political 
perspectives in relation to the alignment-impact matrix (see Table 6.2) presented in section 6.3. The 
column “Empirical evidence” lists data traces that support each of the four perspectives. 
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Table 8.2: Explanatory Power of Four Political Perspectives 
 

Political 
perspective 

Empirical evidence Explanatory 
power 

 Pluralist 

 Criticism (ASY) 
 Limited participation (ASY) 
 Downscaling participation (ASY) 
 Failure to allocate resources (ASY) 
 Lack of implementation guidance (RSY) 
 Lightweight process implementation (RSY) 
 Project-management communication (RSY) 
 Selection of implementation projects (RSY) 
 Reluctance to implement process support tools (RSY) 

 High in ASY 
 Medium in RSY 
 Low in AES & 

ISY 

 Rationalist 

 Cookbook (AES) 
 Means-end analysis (AES) 
 Management focus on measurements (AES) 
 Management driven implementation (AES & ISY) 
 Gap analysis 
 Assessment driven corrective actions (ISY) 
 Requirements analysis & interpretation (ISY) 

 High in AES 
 Medium in ISY 
 Low in ASY & 

RSY 

 Interpretive 

 Espoused participation vs. participation in practice (RSY) 
 Ambiguity (RSY) 
 Criticism of assessments (RSY) 
 Management style: “The [John] way” (AES) 
 Organizational challenges: Organization in transition in search 

of solutions to problems (AES) 
 Benchmarking: Ranking AES alongside ISY (AES) 

 High in RSY 
 Medium in AES 
 Low in ASY & 

ISY 

 Radical 

 References to market demands (ISY) 
 Acceptance of the CMMI rhetoric (ISY) 
 Zealous participation (ISY) 
 Rejection of the CMMI terminology (ASY) 
 Value of the CMMI questioned (ASY) 
 BPIP goal questioned (ASY) 

 High in ISY 
 Medium in ASY 
 Low in AES & 

RSY 

    
 
In all cases, the pluralist perspective contributes to an explanation of the BPIP process and outcome. 
However, in terms of the alignment-impact matrix, the explanatory power of the pluralist 
perspective is high in ASY, medium in RSY, and low in the other two business units. Conflicting 
interests between the stakeholders involved were expressed through criticism of the BPIP (ASY) 
and internal communication between management and the project managers (RSY) and were 
negotiated by limiting participation in the BPIP (ASY) and shielding projects from corporate 
demands. Differences in powerbases between the stakeholders involved influenced the BPIP 
process and outcome in the business units’ favor, since the corporate BPIP manager had no means 
of forcing the business units into submission other than offering training and using measurements as 
a way of showing lack of compliance with the new processes. 
 
In all cases, the rationalist perspective contributes to an explanation of the BPIP process and 
outcome. However, in terms of the alignment-impact matrix, the explanatory power of the 
rationalist perspective is high in AES, medium in ISY, and low in the other two business units. 
Goals were expressed in terms of solving organizational problems (AES) and benefiting project 
practices (ISY), and data were collected through measurements as bases for evaluating options 
during the BPIP implementation, specifically as basis for assessing compliance and initiating 
corrective actions (ISY) and as decision making basis for process adaptation (AES). Decisions 

 195



between alternate processes and outcomes were made based on legitimate and formal authority 
structures in the sense that implementation choices (e.g. the development of the cookbook) were 
sanctioned and driven by management (AES), and requirements for process compliance were 
analyzed and interpreted by, among others, the implementation responsible manager110 (ISY). 
 
In all cases, the interpretive perspective contributes to an explanation of the BPIP process and 
outcome. However, in terms of the alignment-impact matrix, the explanatory power of the 
interpretive perspective is high in RSY, medium in AES, and low in the other two business units. 
Actors made sense of the BPIP implementation based on past experiences and symbolic 
expressions. The BPIP was characterized as an unwanted standardization attempt (RSY) or as a 
stabilizing force (AES) that was in either conflict or harmony with the desire for self-determination 
and streamlining respectively. During the BPIP implementation, actors used symbols to socially 
construct the process and influence outcomes, for example by supporting the BPIP in words but 
opposing it in actions (RSY), or by supporting the BPIP as a means of addressing current 
organizational challenges in keeping with the prevailing management style (AES). 
 
In all cases, the radical perspective contributes to an explanation of the BPIP process and outcome. 
However, in terms of the alignment-impact matrix, the explanatory power of the radical perspective 
is high in ISY, medium in ASY, and low in the other two business units. Actors were influenced by 
ideologies and constraints in the firm’s environment during the BPIP implementation. CMMI 
certification was seen as a necessity dictated by market demands (ISY) and as one way (but not the 
only way) of establishing oneself as a market player (ASY). The resulting struggle (or lack thereof) 
between opposing forces influenced the BPIP process and outcome. The ideological oppression was 
either pervasive (ISY) or challenged through emancipation (ASY). 
 
Table 8.2 indicates that the explanatory power of each political perspective varies across cases. This 
leads to the conclusion that a holistic understanding of organizational politics based on multiple 
perspectives is needed to explain the alignment-impact matrix. 
 

8.1.2. Patterns of Process Politics 
Based on the analyses of politics during process implementation (chapter 7) four different patterns 
of political behavior are identified. Metaphorically, these patterns are described as: Applying-the-
hammer, walking-the-talk, keeping-up-appearances, and struggling-to-engage. In Table 8.3 the 
characteristics of each pattern are listed. I will now describe the political behaviors that characterize 
each pattern and clarify how these behaviors played out during process implementation and 
ultimately impacted implementation outcomes. The purpose of labeling and describing these 
patterns is to enable others to identify similar patterns in other organizations and act accordingly. 
Guidance is offered in the form of propositions (see subsection 8.1.3) based on these patterns. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
110 The ISY roll-out & training manager also contributed to this analysis and interpretation. 
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Table 8.3: Four Political Patterns 
 

Business 
unit 

Metaphor Characteristics 

 AES  Applying-the-
hammer 

 Convergent BPIP & AES goals 
 Fact based evaluation of PMs’ 

strengths & weaknesses 
 Authority driven process 

implementation 
 Determination of process 

applicability through value 
judgment 

 Process adaptation through 
rational decision making 

 Susceptibility due to PMs’ 
experiences 

 Linking BPIP and AES senior 
VP (“the method man”) through 
symbols 

 “The [John] way” as 
sensemaking basis 

 Framing (solution to problems) 
through social construction 

 ASY  Struggling-to-
engage 

 Internal disagreement between 
ASY stakeholders 

 Competing BPIP & ASY 
interests 

 Outcome affected by combined 
powerbases of ASY PMs and 
ASY senior VP 

 Conflict between customer 
responsiveness and planning for 
stability 

 Downscaling of participation as 
result of conflict negotiation 

 Ambivalence towards the 
CMMI ideology 

 Market constraints (CMMI 
necessity) questioned 

 PMs’ struggle against control 
structures (administrative 
burdens) 

 Discursive oppression (rhetoric 
accepted by ASY PM#1) 

 Emancipation from 
management control 

 ISY  Walking-the-
talk 

 Acceptance of the CMMI 
ideology 

 Market constraints (CMMI 
necessity) acknowledged 

 No struggle 
 Discursive oppression 
 No attempts at emancipation 

 Convergent BPIP & ISY goals 
 Data driven implementation 

planning and follow-up 
 Authority push for mandatory 

practices 
 Commitment through value 

judgment 
 Process implementation through 

rational decision making 

 RSY  Keeping-up-
appearances 

 Opposition fueled by 
standardization and assessment 
experiences 

 Dissociation through symbols 
(RoHS & snowball) 

 PM sensemaking to resolve 
signal confusion 

 Social construction of active 
participation and support 

 Internal agreement among RSY 
stakeholders 

 Incompatible BPIP and RSY 
interests 

 Outcome affected by 
powerbases of RSY 
management  

 Conflict between customer 
product and project orientation 

 Value based implementation as 
result of conflict negotiation 

    
 
Applying-the-hammer: At the time of the BPIP implementation, AES was undergoing a 
restructuring process and experienced a number of organizational problems and managerial 
challenges. Problems were mounting: The economy was in poor health, and people were being laid 
off. A number of problems were, in a proverbial sense, crying out for solutions. And along came the 
BPIP. Through social construction, the AES senior VP was successful in framing the BPIP as a 
welcome solution to existing problems. The BPIP was, metaphorically speaking, a hammer in the 
toolbox of available solutions. Organizational actors made sense of this symbolic representation of 
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the BPIP based on their experiences with poor project practices. Having secured support for the 
BPIP goals, implementation proceeded in a rational fashion. Based on an evaluation of the 
applicability of the new processes (value judgment) and available knowledge (facts) about the 
project managers’ strengths and weaknesses, a decision was made to adapt the processes to suit 
AES needs. Specifically, the need for a ‘cookbook’ detailing how the new processes should be put 
into practice was identified. The subsequent development and implementation of the cookbook 
were management (authority) driven, and despite delays the BPIP implementation had a strong 
impact on both participating and future projects. The applying-the-hammer metaphor draws 
attention to the AES senior VP’s perception of the BPIP (as a tool) as well as his management style 
(as authority driven). It was chosen because the AES senior VP’s management style was guided by 
the principle: ‘If you have a hammer, everything looks like a nail’. In other words, if you perceive 
the organization as made up of nails, bolts, and other bits and pieces, you will probably grab a tool 
from the toolbox that allows you to repair the damage or otherwise rectify the situation when faced 
with a problem. 
 
Struggling-to-engage: During the BPIP implementation, ASY encountered new market 
opportunities that competed for attention. Resources were already being stretched to the point where 
employees were complaining about stress and a poor working environment. To avoid potential 
conflicts, competing interests had to be prioritized and negotiated, and being able to respond 
quickly to customer demands was of paramount importance. The attitude towards the CMMI, and 
by implication towards the BPIP, was ambivalent. On the one hand, the ASY senior VP voiced 
support for the CMMI ideology and practices; the management philosophy met with his approval. 
On the other hand, he questioned (struggle) the necessity of CMMI certification despite the market 
demands (constraints) for proof of process maturity. In his eyes, ASY’s track record and long-
standing relationships with their customers established ASY as a credible and trustworthy market 
player, much like a CMMI certificate would. However, the real struggle for emancipation from the 
CMMI ideology played out at the project level. Generally speaking, the CMMI was seen as adding 
to the administrative burden of project managers and it detracted attention and resources from more 
valuable practices. The BPIP was, therefore, perceived to be in conflict with interests at both the 
management (customer orientation) and the project levels (autonomy). Although the ASY 
implementation manager and ASY PM#1 held a different view and faithfully strove to implement 
the new processes, their powerbases (and that of the corporate BPIP manager) were insufficient to 
secure success, and the BPIP implementation had a weak impact on the ASY projects. The 
struggling-to-engage metaphor draws attention to the futile efforts of the ASY implementation 
manager and ASY PM#1 to strike a responsive chord with other stakeholders in the organization 
and gain their support. It was chosen because the actions of the parties involved were, for the most 
part, guided by good intentions and a positive attitude although they prioritized business 
opportunities and customer demands. A few people wanted to have their cake and eat it too. They 
struggled to implement the new processes without compromising other interests. 
 
Walking-the-talk: Coinciding with the BPIP, ISY was confronted with market demands 
(constraints) for proof of process maturity. The CMMI was, therefore, seen both as a means and an 
end. ISY accepted the (oppressive) discourse within the defense industry and embraced the CMMI 
ideology and practices wholeheartedly at all levels of the organization without any signs of 
struggles or attempts at emancipation on the part of management and the employees. ISY 
demonstrated support both in words and in actions. Their level of participation was high and their 
implementation timetable was ambitious. Confronted with confusion and uncertainty about the 
BPIP implementation at the project management level, the implementation champions (the ISY 
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implementation manager and the ISY roll-out & training manager) identified a need for a common 
interpretation of the requirements for CMMI level 2 compliance. Having analyzed the gap between 
existing practices and, on the one hand, the BPIP processes and, on the other hand, the CMMI 
requirements across ISY projects, they used their authority to establish a number of mandatory 
practices, e.g. project status meetings, to address the shortcomings. Using all available data on 
implementation progress, including assessment results, the implementation champions supported 
the project managers in planning and monitoring the BPIP implementation as if it was just another 
project. In the end, the BPIP implementation had a strong impact on the ISY projects. The walking-
the-talk metaphor draws attention to the one-to-one relationship between project commitment and 
project execution. It was chosen because the business unit made good on its promise and delivered 
the goods. They (not least the ISY implementation manager and the ISY senior VP) committed to 
the project: They said they would do it (i.e. meet the BPIP goal of CMMI level 2 compliance), and 
they did. Processes were implemented according to plan in a timely and controlled manner. 
 
Keeping-up-appearances: Although RSY supported the corporate management decision to launch 
the BPIP, RSY management had little interest in a CMMI project with a one-size-fits-all (i.e. 
standardization) approach to process improvement. RSY experienced no market demands for 
CMMI certification or otherwise proof of its development capabilities. By virtue of being an 
internal development project centered on project management, the BPIP was in fact, in conflict with 
RSY’s prioritization of external product development focused on servicing customer needs. The 
conflict between espoused support and practical opposition was solved by developing and 
implementing lightweight versions of the new processes. Discussions, or rather negotiations, with 
corporate services about the interpretation of process requirements resulted in minimalist processes. 
The adaptation of the new processes to serve RSY’s interests was forced through by RSY 
management who used their powerbases to secure acceptance from the corporate BPIP manager and 
compliance by the project managers. Through social construction, RSY was successful in outwardly 
projecting an image of RSY as committed to, and active in pursuing, the BPIP goals. However, the 
(changing) choice of projects participating in the process maturity assessments at the measurements 
milestones and the mixed signals of public support (rhetorical affirmation of commitment) and 
private opposition (instruction to stop the CMMI implementation activities) made it near impossible 
to evaluate implementation progress. Furthermore, this signal confusion reverberated at the project 
level where the project managers attempted to make sense of their experiences from trying to put 
the processes into practice despite lack of support and implementation guidance. In the end, the 
BPIP implementation had a weak impact on the RSY projects. The keeping-up-appearances 
metaphor draws attention to the strategy of pretending to support the call for change while 
continuing to do business as usual. It was chosen because RSY made an effort to signal support for 
the BPIP despite their lack of interest in the corporate-wide attempt to standardize and improve 
project management processes. Only when cornered did they admit to their support being an act of 
pretence and not genuine. 
 
Having identified and described the four patterns of process politics in this subsection, I will now 
present propositions about managing process politics. 
 

8.1.3. Propositions for Process Politics 
Based on the analyses of politics during process implementation, four different patterns of political 
behavior were identified in the previous subsection. Metaphorically, these patterns were described 
as: Applying-the-hammer, walking-the-talk, keeping-up-appearances, and struggling-to-engage. 
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The political behavior characterizing each pattern was described, the patterns were positioned in 
relation to the initial conditions for engaging in process implementation, and it was clarified how 
these behaviors played out during process implementation and eventually impacted implementation 
outcomes. However, applying-the-hammer, struggling-to-engage, walking-the-talk, and keeping-up-
appearances are not only patterns of process politics that played out at Terma, they are also 
behavioral patterns that practitioners should be able to identify and take into account when planning 
and implementing process innovations. The political patterns encapsulate lessons learned from 
managing process innovation behavior across business units within the same company through 
organizational politics, and in the following these lessons are formulated as propositions111 to be 
considered by change agents involved in process innovation. These propositions are theoretical 
statements that have to be validated in practice. Their validity112 has been tested at Terma, and I 
invite others to test them in other organizational settings. 
 
My research on the impact of organizational politics on implementation processes and outcomes is 
motivated by the need for understanding the politics of managing process innovation. As a 
consequence, I have adopted a managerial focus in attempting to explain variations in process 
innovation behavior through organizational politics. In turn, this focus has implications for my 
recommendations about how to manage process politics during process innovation. First, the target 
group of the propositions is practitioners in general and more specifically change agents and others 
entrusted with the responsibility of managing process innovation. Second, the propositions are 
application oriented, i.e. focused on offering practical advice. 
 
In AES, the BPIP coincided with AES management’s search for solutions to existing problems, and 
the AES senior VP was successful in fostering (through social construction) a shared belief in the 
BPIP as a means of bringing about needed changes that allowed for rational implementation of new 
processes (the applying-the-hammer political pattern). Assuming that the same logic applies to 
other organizations,113 I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 1: When a business unit experiences serious problems with existing work 
practices and all management levels are committed to addressing these 
issues, the unit can socially construct a belief in company-wide process 
standards as a solution to its problems and combine this with the politics of 
the rational to implement the new processes.114

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on problem ownership and commitment to the solution (Swan & Clark, 1992); enactment 
of shared beliefs (Grint et al., 1995; Grint & Willcocks, 1995); and the use of narratives 
encapsulating a shared reality (Brown, 1998). 
 
In ASY, the BPIP competed for attention with the need for customer responsiveness despite 
management support (in theory) for the project, and because no corporate attempts at influencing 
                                                 
111 The propositions have been inspired by similar research contributions within the IS literature (Brown & Magill, 
1998; Griffith et al., 1998; Hart & Saunders, 1997; Kim & Michelman, 1990; King et al., 1994; Pinsonneault & 
Kraemer, 1993; Saunders, 1981; Tan et al., 1995). 
112 In the sense of analytic generalization (Healy & Perry, 2000). 
113 For a discussion of the limitations associated with generalizing the research results, see chapter 9. 
114 This is equivalent to saying that when there is a high level of alignment between organizational needs and process 
improvement/innovation means, and all management levels are committed to the project, the implementation process 
becomes a symbol of change that can be pursued rationally. 
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the priorities of the business unit were made, few changes to existing practices were implemented 
(the struggling-to-engage political pattern). Assuming that the same logic applies to other 
organizations, I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 2: When a business unit is committed to the adopted process ideology but gives 
higher priority to responding to emerging business needs, the unit will likely 
struggle to successfully implement the new processes without strong external 
intervention and support. 

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on convergence of interests (Kelley, 1976); alignment with organizational goals (Markus 
& Pfeffer, 1983); and the centrality and legitimacy of customer interests in the discourse 
accompanying process innovation (McCabe, 1996). 
 
In ISY, the BPIP coincided with business (goal) driven support for the CMMI ideology and 
practices, and widespread commitment to the project allowed for rational implementation of new 
processes (the walking-the-talk political pattern). Assuming that the same logic applies to other 
organizations, I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 3: When a business unit experiences a high level of alignment between business 
goals and the adopted process ideology and all management levels are 
committed to the project, the implementation of new processes can proceed 
based on the politics of the rational. 

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on the ideology of the innovation (Wendt, 1994); the importance of managing support 
(Smith & Willcocks, 1995; Willcocks & Smith, 1995) and ensuring commitment (Swan & Clark, 
1992). 
 
In RSY, the BPIP was in conflict with business unit interests; yet they expressed support for the 
project. Their espoused support was, however, inconsistent with their inaction and opposition to 
process maturity assessments that served to render the implementation progress visible (the 
keeping-up-appearances political pattern). Assuming that the same logic applies to other 
organizations, I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 4: When a business unit continues to signal strong commitment to process 
implementation despite poor alignment between their business goals and the 
adopted process ideology, the unit will likely create a positive image of their 
efforts and resist attempts to establish transparent measures of 
implementation progress. 

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on conflicts over future improvements to existing practices (Kautz et al., 2001) and 
attempts to increase management control (through assessments) (Manley, 2000) as well as 
manipulation of perceptions through control of information flows (Brown, 1995). 
 
Having pointed out the implications for practice of the identified political behavioral patterns by 
formulating four propositions (proposition 1-4), I now turn my attention to a discussion of the 
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usefulness of the four political perspectives under various circumstances. The previous discussion 
(see subsection 8.1.1) of the explanatory power of the four political perspectives (in accounting for 
the impact variance across the four business units) captured lessons learned from the case analyses. 
These may also be formulated as propositions about the applicability of the political perspectives in 
process implementation. 
 
In AES and ISY, the BPIP implementation was driven by rationalist politics once support for the 
project had been secured. The support of AES was the result of a socially constructed perception of 
convergence between the BPIP goals and AES interests. The support of ISY was the result of an 
ideologically imposed perception of convergence between the BPIP goals and ISY interests. 
Assuming that the same logic applies to other organizations, I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 5: Exercising power according to the rationalist perspective supports successful 
process implementation in situations where a business unit’s goals are 
aligned with the adopted process ideology or a shared belief has been created 
by pragmatically adopting the new processes as a solution to experienced 
problems. 

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on rationality and consensus about goals in organizations as a basis for planning and 
implementing changes (Knights & McCabe, 2002). 
 
In section 6.3, it was shown (see Table 6.2) that convergence between BPIP and business unit 
interests (high degree of alignment) does not ensure a significant effect (strong impact) on business 
unit practices, nor is the opposite true. In AES, impact was strong despite a low degree of alignment 
and in ASY, impact was weak despite a high degree of alignment. At first sight, this finding is 
surprising since the CMMI ideology and discourse are not very dominant within AES’ business 
domain whereas the opposite is true for ASY. Thus, for AES the CMMI has no marketing value and 
is therefore not expected to be a sought-after component in the realization of the business unit’s 
goals. The opposite is true for ASY. Assuming that the same logic applies to other organizations, I 
theorize that: 
 

Proposition 6: Alignment between a business unit’s goals and the adopted process ideology 
exercised according to the radical perspective through external market forces 
is not a guarantee of implementation success, nor is misalignment a guarantee 
of failure. 

 
The proposition is based on the case analyses. Looking at existing research, the expectations would 
be that process innovations such as those based on the CMMI are legitimized by referring to the 
need for improving competitiveness (McCabe, 1996). The ideology and discourse of innovations 
such as the CMMI focus on streamlining processes and increasing productivity (Wendt, 1994). 
 
In AES and RSY, interpretive politics was used to establish commitment or create an illusion of 
commitment to the BPIP. In AES, social construction was used to establish consensus about the 
BPIP being a solution to existing problems. In RSY, social construction was used to convey an 
image of support and active participation despite lack of interest and implementation progress in the 
BPIP. Assuming that the same logic applies to other organizations, I theorize that: 
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Proposition 7: Exercising power according to the interpretive perspective in a business unit 
can internally support the creation of commitment to process implementation 
despite poor alignment with the adopted process ideology and externally 
create an image of high unit commitment to process implementation despite 
lack of real progress.  

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on different means of communication, including the use of narratives and information 
control (Brown, 1998; Brown, 1995). In essence, RSY was constructing and communicating a 
narrative about being supportive of, and active in, the BPIP. AES was constructing and 
communicating a narrative about being in a fight for survival as evidenced by layoffs, declining 
order intake, and organizational (structural) problems, and the BPIP being a straw to cling to. 
 
In ASY and RSY, conflicts of interests between the business units’ focus and the BPIP goals and 
means influenced the implementation processes and contributed to the low impact of the BPIP on 
these two business units. In terms of priorities, AES’ customer responsiveness and RSY’s product 
and service orientation were in conflict with the BPIP’s focus on improving project management 
practices (CMMI level 2). These conflicts were recognized (e.g. by the corporate BPIP manager), 
but were not negotiated and resolved. Assuming that the same logic applies to other organizations, I 
theorize that: 
 

Proposition 8: The pluralist perspective can reveal conflicts between the adopted process 
ideology and a business unit’s goals and practices and if these conflicts are 
not negotiated and resolved, they will likely create serious barriers towards 
successful process implementation. 

 
In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research findings, for example by 
focusing on competing interests affecting implementation (Buchanan, 1997; Grint & Willcocks, 
1995) and the need to mobilize and negotiate interests to solve conflicts in order to ensure 
implementation success (Knights & McCabe, 2002; Knights & McCabe, 1998; Manley, 2000). 
 
Having pointed out the implications for practice of the variations in the explanatory power of the 
four political perspectives under various circumstances by formulating four propositions 
(proposition 5-8), I finally turn my attention to a discussion of the applicability of different types of 
leadership. The case analyses make it possible to establish propositions for when conflict versus 
consensus based corporate leadership of process implementation should be adopted. 
 
In all cases, the corporate BPIP manager pursued rationalist politics in his management of the 
implementation processes. He monitored implementation progress by means of process maturity 
assessments and reported the results to corporate management and the participating business units. 
He relied on measurements data as a (decision making) basis for initiating and managing corrective 
actions when results fell short of expectations. For example, recommendations for improvements 
were offered as implementation guidance to the business units as part of the measurements 
reports.115 Training was also offered to the business units to assist the project managers and others 
in putting the new processes into practice. He used the authority vested in him by corporate 
management to require the business units to participate in the project and follow the overall 

                                                 
115 See [65], [66], [67], [68], [69], [70], [71], [72], [73], [74], [75], [76]. 
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implementation process (e.g. assigning implementation managers and establishing implementation 
plans) and timetable (e.g. measurements milestones and the implementation deadline) as set forth 
by corporate management. His authority in pursuing the BPIP goals was, however, limited to 
communicating implementation risks and progress and escalating non-compliance issues to the 
corporate management level. As the cross-case synthesis has shown, the rationalist politics of the 
corporate BPIP manager led to different political behavioral patterns, two of which were based on 
rationalist politics while the others were not. In AES and ISY, there was a high level of support for 
the BPIP goals, with little evidence of conflicts of interests and ideological struggles. The impact of 
the BPIP on these two business units was strong. In ASY and RSY, there was support (in words 
only) for the BPIP goals, but conflicts of interests and ambivalence towards the CMMI ideology 
were evident. The impact of the BPIP on these two business units was low. Table 8.4 shows the 
relationship between corporate leadership styles and business unit response patterns. His, in all 
cases, consensus based leadership style underscores the corporate BPIP manager’s reliance on a 
non-confrontational management strategy to process innovation. Although the BPIP was met with 
both consensus and conflict based response patterns from the business units (i.e. the BPIP was 
greeted with both acceptance and opposition), both corporate management in general and the 
corporate BPIP manager in particular sought consensus in their dealings with the business units. For 
example, no attempts were made at escalating latent conflicts by forcing the issue of the business 
units’ non-compliance with CMMI level 2. 
 

Table 8.4: Leadership Styles & Response Patterns 
 

 Corporate leadership style
 
Conflict 
 

Consensus 

C
on
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N/A 
 

AES, ISY 
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e 
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C
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← 

RSY, ASY 
 
← 

    
 

Source: Inspired by Brown & Magill, 1998. 
 
Assuming that the same political patterns play out in other organizations, I theorize that: 
 

Proposition 9: Consensus based corporate process innovation leadership facilitates 
implementation success in relation to units with consensus based response 
patterns. 

 
And 
 

Proposition 10: Consensus based corporate process innovation leadership will likely lead to 
implementation failure in relation to units with conflict based response 
patterns. 

 

 204



Furthermore, I can only speculate that: 
 

Proposition 11: Conflict based corporate process innovation leadership can help negotiate 
suitable implementation approaches in relation to units with a low degree of 
alignment between business goals and the adopted process ideology. 

 
Proposition 11 implies that the corporate BPIP manager should have used pluralist (or radical) 
politics in his management of the implementation processes in ASY and RSY. This is illustrated by 
the arrows in Table 8.4. In addition to the case analyses, the proposition draws on existing research 
findings, for example by focusing on the need for active leadership (Levine & Rossmore, 1994); 
rationality, unity, and consensus in organizations (Knights & McCabe, 2002); the feasibility of 
political management (Smith & Willcocks, 1995; Willcocks & Smith, 1995); and the possibility of 
a politically negotiated settlement (Buchanan, 1997; Grint & Willcocks, 1995; Kautz et al., 2001; 
Knights & McCabe, 2002; Knights & McCabe, 1998; Manley, 2000). 
 

8.2. Theoretical Positioning 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section positions my research contributions in relation to our state-of-the-art knowledge. First, 
my research results are related to the theoretical frameworks of Burrell & Morgan (1979) and 
Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991). Second, my research contributions are related to gaps in the 
literature, and I describe how my contributions corroborate and extend existing research by 
addressing these knowledge gaps. 
 

CONTENT 
By relating my research results to the theoretical frameworks of Burrell & Morgan (1979) and 
Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991), I show not only that cross-paradigm analyses are possible 
but also that multiple perspectives are necessary for understanding organizational politics and 
explaining implementation processes and outcomes. By relating my research contributions to the 
gaps in the literature, I show that my research accommodates, among other things, the need for: (1) 
studies on rationalist and radical politics and (2) broader conceptualizations and further 
theoretical exploration of organizational politics in all three streams of literature (the literature on 
process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI). On a more detailed level, by relating the 
results of the case analyses and syntheses to the literature on each of the political perspectives, I 
show that my research, on the one hand, corroborates existing research and, on the other hand, 
extends our state-of-the-art knowledge by giving an account of how variations in (digitally enabled) 
process innovation behavior can be explained and managed through organizational politics. 
 
 

8.2.1. Perspectives on Organizations 
Based on the preceding cross-case synthesis, I will now briefly relate my research results to the 
theoretical frameworks of both Burrell & Morgan (1979) and Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991) 
by positioning each case (in terms of primary and secondary explanations) within the four 
sociological and political paradigms presented in section 4.1. By plotting the location of each case 
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onto Figure 4.1, some interesting patterns (from an academic perspective) are revealed.116 These 
patterns are shown in Figure 8.1. 
 

Figure 8.1: Four Sociological and Political Paradigms117

 

    
 

ISY ASY

AES

RSY

Source: Adapted from Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991. 
 
Figure 8.1 illustrates the location of the primary and secondary perspectives on each case within the 
two-dimensional space of sociological and political paradigms. The figure shows that the political 
explanations of all four cases span three paradigms, two for each case (as shown in Figure 8.1). For 
example, in RSY the interpretive and the pluralist perspectives offer primary and secondary 
explanations, respectively, corresponding to the interpretive and functionalist views (paradigms) of 
organizations. This finding is at variance with the claim by Burrell & Morgan that the paradigms 
are mutually exclusive and that no synthesis is possible (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Indeed, both the 
preceding within-case syntheses and the cross-case synthesis have shown that not only are 
syntheses based on multiple political perspectives (drawing on multiple sociological paradigms) 
possible, but cross-paradigm analyses are also necessary for our understanding of the complexity of 
organizational politics and for explaining the implementation processes and outcomes. In addition, 
the figure shows that both the primary and secondary perspectives on each case are located either 
within the sociology of regulation or the objective dimension. By implication, there are no examples 

                                                 
116 In relation to practice, these patterns are of little consequence as the paradigms are theoretical constructs or lenses 
that enable researchers to better understand and interact with social phenomena. Though perceived in different ways, 
the social phenomena do not change in nature when viewed through different paradigms. 
117 The location of each business unit on the lines separating the quadrants (paradigm) is not an indication of the relative 
position of that particular business unit within that dimension, i.e. the fact that ISY is placed to the right of ASY within 
the objective dimension does not indicate that ISY is ‘more objective’ than ASY. Their relative positions are purely 
presentational. 
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of polar opposites (e.g. the interpretive and radical perspectives on organizational politics) 
combining to offer a coherent explanation of a case. 
 

8.2.2. Perspectives on Process Politics 
Based on the preceding cross-case synthesis, I will now discuss the contributions of my research to 
our existing knowledge about process innovation. First, I will relate my research findings to the 
gaps in the literature identified in section 4.2 (see Table 4.2). Second, I will relate my research 
findings to studies by other researchers identified in subsections 3.2.2, 3.3.1, and 3.3.3. Third, in 
subsection 8.2.3, I will summarize my research contributions by explicating how they extend our 
existing knowledge. 
 

8.2.2.1. Addressing Research Gaps 
In section 4.2, I categorized the literature on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI 
according to the underlying political perspective. Table 4.2 illustrated the distribution across 
categories and highlighted the gaps in the literature. The table is reproduced below as Table 8.5 
with the inclusion of my research contributions. 
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Table 8.5: Research Contributions Grouped by Political Perspective118

 

Political 
perspective 

Politics in process 
innovation 

Politics in systems 
implementation 

Politics in software 
process improvement 

The pluralist 
perspective 

 Buchanan, 1997 
 Currie & Willcocks, 

1996 
 Grint & Willcocks, 

1995 
 Grover et al., 1995 
 Hartlen, 2004 
 Kelley, 1976 
 Knights & McCabe, 

2002 
 Knights & McCabe, 

1998 
 Manley, 2000 
 Wilkinson & 

Witcher, 1993 
 
 Müller, 2008 

 Burkhardt & Brass, 1990 
 Cavaye & Christensen, 

1996 
 Grover et al., 1988 
 Hart & Saunders, 1997 
 Levine & Rossmore, 

1994 
 Markus, 1983 
 Markus, 1981 
 Markus & Pfeffer, 1983 
 Saunders, 1981 
 Silva et al., 1997 
  Williams & Wilson, 

1997 

 Goldenson & Herbsleb, 
1995 

 Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001b 
 Nielsen & Nørbjerg, 2001a 
 Kautz et al., 2001 
 Stelzer & Mellis, 1998 

 
 Müller, 2008 

The rationalist 
perspective 

 Knights & McCabe, 
2002 

 Smith & Willcocks, 
1995 

 Swan & Clark, 1992 
 Willcocks & Smith, 

1995 
 
 Müller, 2008 

 Dhillon, 2004  Müller, 2008 

The interpretive 
perspective 

 Buchanan, 1997 
 Grint et al., 1995 
 Grint & Willcocks, 

1995 
 Taylor, 1995 

 
 Müller, 2008 

 Brown, 1998 
 Brown, 1995 
 Dhillon, 2004 
 Markus, 1981 
 Markus & Pfeffer, 1983 
 Silva et al., 1997 

 Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 
2002 

 
 Müller, 2008 

The radical 
perspective 

 Boudreau & Robey, 
1996 

 Hartlen, 2004 
 Knights & McCabe, 

2002 
 Knights & McCabe, 

1999 
 McCabe, 2000 
 McCabe, 1996 
 McCabe et al., 1998 
 Wendt, 1994 
 Willmott, 1994 

 
 Müller, 2008 

  Müller, 2008 

    
 
                                                 
118 Articles that appear in more than one cell span multiple perspectives. The dominant perspective is represented by 
bold typeface, while secondary perspectives are represented by normal font. Articles spanning multiple perspectives 
with no dominant perspective are represented by italic typeface. 
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By adding to the literature stream on politics in SPI from each of the four political perspectives, my 
research addresses some striking gaps in the literature. No previous studies have looked at 
rationalist and radical politics in SPI, and only one study has explored interpretive politics in this 
stream of literature leaving room for additional studies. Furthermore, my research adds to the scanty 
literature on especially rationalist but also radical politics. Moreover, by virtue of being the only 
research spanning all four political perspectives, it underscores the possibility of, and value in, 
combining all the perspectives in trying to understand and arrive at explanations of implementation 
processes and outcomes. The value of applying multiple perspectives to organizational politics is 
the comprehensive understanding afforded by the combination of all four perspectives. Each of the 
perspectives contributes a part of the puzzle, i.e. one aspect of the explanation that the other 
perspectives ignore. By demonstrating the value of using all four political perspectives in this 
manner, my research also contributes to the literature stream on politics in process innovation. The 
contributions to the literature streams on politics in SPI and process innovation are highlighted in 
Table 8.5 by the white shading of some cells and by adding Müller, 2008 to the lists of 
contributions. 
 
In chapter 3, I reviewed the literature on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI and 
reflected on the need for more research. The need for broader conceptualizations and further 
theoretical exploration of organizational politics was identified (see subsections 3.2.3, 3.3.2, and 
3.3.4). My research accommodates this need. First, the trifocal view of organizational politics 
(Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991) offers not one but four definitions of organizational politics, 
corresponding to four perspectives on what politics is and how it manifests itself in organizations. 
The value of such a broad conceptualization is the possibility for a comprehensive understanding of 
organizational politics based on complementary perspectives. The value is underscored by the 
conclusion in the previous section (see subsection 8.1.1) that a multi-perspective approach is 
necessary for a holistic understanding and a complete explanation. In fact, without all four 
perspectives, it would not be possible to explain all the nuances of the implementation processes 
and outcomes in all four business units. Second, the trifocal view of organizational politics is multi-
paradigmatic (i.e. based on meta-theoretical assumptions from several paradigms). The value of 
such a framework of organizational politics is the possibility for exploring the impact of 
organizational politics on process implementation based on multiple views of organizations. The 
value is underscored by the conclusion in the previous section that cross-paradigm analyses are 
necessary for understanding the complexity of organizational politics and explaining the 
implementation processes and outcomes in all four business units. 
 

8.2.2.2. Corroborating Existing Research 
In section 8.1 (“Cross-case Synthesis”), I discussed the contribution of each political perspective to 
an explanation of the BPIP process and outcome across the four business units based on within-case 
analyses and syntheses (see chapter 7). The research findings based on these in-depth analyses and 
syntheses confirm and extend previous findings reported in the literature. In the remainder of this 
subsection, I will relate the results of the case analyses and syntheses to the literature on each of the 
political perspectives. 
 
In relation to the literature on pluralist politics, many findings of previous research studies are 
corroborated by the results of my analyses of the implementation process and outcome in one or 
more of the business units. First, the reevaluation of priorities and adjustment to the implementation 
schedule in AES as a result of the lack of corporate funding for the BPIP implementation confirm 
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that conflicts arise from attempts to reduce the autonomy and increase the workload of employees 
(Levine & Rossmore, 1994; Grover et al., 1988). Second, the challenge to corporate priorities of 
processes to be improved in ASY confirms that differences of opinion regarding existing problems 
and future processes may lead to conflict (Buchanan, 1997). Third, the implementation approach 
(process adaptation and interpretation) resulting from a desire in ISY for flexibility in using the 
processes confirms that conflicts arise from attempts to reduce employee autonomy (Levine & 
Rossmore, 1994). Fourth, the opposition to the ends and means of the BPIP in RSY confirms that 
disagreements about strategic and operational goals may impede implementation (Currie & 
Willcocks, 1996). Fifth, the failure (low impact) of both ASY and RSY in implementing the new 
processes confirms that commands are not followed automatically, but negotiated by people 
pursuing their own interests (Grint & Willcocks, 1995; Grover et al., 1988). Sixth, the resistance to 
the BPIP in fostering behavior in conflict with existing reward structures in RSY confirms that 
opposition may arise from perceived threats to the power structures and career systems (Hartlen, 
2004; Wilkinson & Witcher, 1993). Seventh, the BPIP support of both AES and ISY confirms that 
support depends on perceived convergence and mobilization of interests (Kelley, 1976; Knights & 
McCabe, 1998). Their decisions to adapt the new processes to serve their needs also confirm that 
change is the outcome of a negotiated settlement between multiple interests (Knights & McCabe, 
2002). Eighth, the aversion to process maturity assessments in RSY confirms that conflicts may 
arise from attempts to tighten management control (Manley, 2000). Ninth, the criticism launched 
against the BPIP at the project management level (especially) in AES and ISY for lack of IT 
support of processes confirms the desirability of ensuring consistency between processes and 
systems (Markus, 1983). Tenth, the fact that pluralist politics helps explain the low impact of the 
BPIP on ASY and RSY (primary and secondary perspective, respectively, in terms of explanatory 
power) confirms that organizational politics is a barrier to change (Goldenson & Herbsleb, 1995; 
Stelzer & Mellis, 1998). 
 
In relation to the literature on rationalist politics, many findings of previous research studies are 
corroborated by the results of my analyses of the implementation process and outcome in one or 
more of the business units. First, the fact that the BPIP goals were not questioned (with only few 
exceptions), but supported and pursued in AES and ISY by discussing and choosing various means 
of implementing the new processes confirms the existence of organizational rationality, unity, and 
consensus (Knights & McCabe, 2002). Second, the involvement of the project managers in adapting 
the new processes to business unit needs in AES and ISY (in AES by eliciting the help of the 
project managers in preparing the cookbook and in ISY through tripartite discussions between each 
project manager, the ISY implementation manager, and the ISY roll-out & training manager about 
gaps in existing project practices and how these gaps should be closed) confirms that stakeholder 
interests can be managed rationally by highlighting needed changes and consequences of inaction 
and by ensuring participation and problem ownership (Smith & Willcocks, 1995; Willcocks & 
Smith, 1995; Swan & Clark, 1992). 
 
In relation to the literature on interpretive politics, many findings of previous research studies are 
corroborated by the results of my analyses of the implementation process and outcome in one or 
more of the business units. First, the rejection of newly introduced concepts (e.g. the baseline 
concept) in ASY (by ASY PM#2) confirms that the lack of clarity of terminology is a weakness that 
some people may take advantage of by socially constructing an innovation to serve their interests 
(Buchanan, 1997). Also, RSY’s questioning the applicability and value of process maturity 
assessments in RSY confirms that process mapping is an object of political negotiation and social 
co-construction (Buchanan, 1997). Second, both AES’ success in portraying the BPIP as the answer 
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to existing problems, and RSY’s attempt to create an image of active participation despite inaction 
are evidence of social construction and confirm that politics (in these cases) is about social 
construction and management of meaning. In the case of AES, the link between the socially 
constructed reality and the strong impact of the BPIP on the business unit confirms that change 
comes from establishing shared values, norms, and beliefs and translating them into action through 
enactment (Grint et al., 1995; Grint & Willcocks, 1995; Nielsen & Ngwenyama, 2002). In the case 
of RSY, the RSY implementation manager’s acting as a ‘noise filter’ between corporate services 
and the RSY implementation projects confirms that communication was framed and information 
flows controlled to further RSY interests and support the narrative about RSY being a mature 
organization and an active participant in the BPIP (Brown, 1998; Brown, 1995). Third, the 
resistance by some project managers in ASY and AES to the new processes, because of their 
tendency to increase the administrative burden imposed on project managers, confirms that 
resistance arises from changes to symbols of power in an organization. Increased administration is 
synonymous with increased management control and, by implication, reduced autonomy. Thus, the 
new processes represented a symbolic attack on the project managers’ autonomy and power 
(Markus, 1981). Fourth, although no direct link has been established between low impact and 
diverging internal perceptions of the new processes and their value in ASY (between ASY PM#1 
and others) and RSY (between RSY PM#1 and others), the reported research finding that 
contradictory interpretations challenge successful implementation (Silva et al., 1997) seems 
plausible. 
 
In relation to the literature on radical politics, many findings of previous research studies are 
corroborated by the results of my analyses of the implementation process and outcome in one or 
more of the business units. First, the entire BPIP project may be seen as a managerial attempt at 
labor oppression (Boudreau & Robey, 1996) in the sense that the ideology, discourse, and practices 
foster exploitation through a system bent on increasing stability, predictability, and efficiency of 
systems development practices (Wendt, 1994). Following this course of reasoning, the CMMI 
rhetoric about empowerment and quality masks the goal of instituting control mechanisms that 
serve to monitor and control employees. ASY PM#1’s support for the BPIP with reference to the 
positive effect of mature processes on employee satisfaction is an example of the success of this 
rhetoric. Second, the AES senior VP’s support for the CMMI ideology and practices is a sign of 
acculturation and confirms that managers’ self-understanding may be reaffirmed through innovation 
attempts (McCabe, 2000). In the case of the AES senior VP, his support for the CMMI helped 
establish his identity as “the method man”. Third, ISY’s support for the BPIP with an emphasis on 
the business need for the CMMI confirms the role of power in management’s strategic discourse 
(McCabe, 1996). Competitiveness and customer interests were used to legitimize the BPIP and 
conceal the fact that the employees were paying the price by having to conform to new practices 
that served to increase management oversight and control. Fourth, both the ambivalence towards the 
CMMI in ASY and the lack of interest in the CMMI in RSY, despite corporate efforts to convince 
all business units of the value of the model (as a basis for process improvement), question whether 
resistance can be countered with communication (not to be confused with discourse) by shedding 
light on conflicting interests (Boudreau & Robey, 1996) and eliminating fear from ignorance 
(Hartlen, 2004). 
 

8.2.3. Summary of Contributions: Extending Existing Knowledge 
In chapter 3, I reviewed the literature on politics in process innovation, systems implementation, 
and SPI. Knowledge gaps were identified within and across the three streams of literature and the 
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need for broader conceptualizations, further theoretical exploration, and additional theoretical 
contributions was emphasized. Furthermore, it was concluded that no previous study has focused 
solely on politics in accounting for innovation and implementation success or failure. In section 4.2 
the knowledge gaps were localized (even further) by categorizing the articles and conference papers 
within each stream of literature according to the underlying political perspective. For this purpose, 
the theoretical framework (trifocal view of organizational politics) of Bradshaw-Camball & Murray 
(1991) was used. My research is positioned (see section 3.4) relative to, and has addressed, these 
knowledge gaps. This has been accomplished through analyses (and syntheses) of the impact of 
organizational politics on the BPIP implementation in the four business units at Terma. These 
analyses are based on the aforementioned framework. By relating the results of the case analyses 
and syntheses to the literature on each of the political perspectives, I show that my research, on the 
one hand, corroborates existing research and, on the other hand, extends our state-of-the-art 
knowledge by giving an account of how variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation 
behavior can be explained and managed through organizational politics. 
 
The case analyses contribute to our existing knowledge by demonstrating the usefulness of focusing 
on politics in accounting for innovation and implementation success and failure. By drawing on a 
theoretically based multi-perspective framework for the case analyses, my research offers an 
explanation of the implementation process and outcome in each of the four business units from each 
of the four political perspectives (see chapter 7). Not only is the framework based on clear, though 
competing, notions of organizational politics that allow the concept to be defined and delimited 
depending on the four political perspectives, but the within-case syntheses also contribute to our 
existing knowledge by comparing and contrasting manifestations of the different conceptualizations 
of organizational politics in practice. The syntheses show that different conceptualizations draw 
attention to unique aspects of organizational politics. Each perspective helps explain some parts of 
the implementation processes and outcomes in all four business units, and insights are gained from 
combining different conceptualizations in analyzing political behavior. However, the explanatory 
power of the four political perspectives differs in each case (see subsections 7.1.5, 7.2.5, 7.3.5, and 
7.4.5). As part of the cross-case synthesis, this explanatory power is compared across cases. The 
synthesis shows that the four political perspectives are unequally capable of explaining the process 
and outcome of innovation and implementation efforts. The strength of each perspective varies in 
different circumstances (see subsection 8.1.1). Different patterns of process politics manifest 
themselves in these different circumstances. These patterns explain the variations in process 
innovation behavior across the four business units. They are described in subsection 8.1.2 and may 
be used by practitioners as a mirror for their innovation and implementation efforts. In essence, the 
patterns serve as scenarios that not only played out at Terma, but that may also play out in more or 
less the same form in other organizations. Thus, the patterns help others understand and identify 
political behavior in their organizational setting. Last, but not least, propositions have been 
formulated that accommodate the need for guidance and direction in managing politics of process 
innovation and implementation (see subsection 8.1.3). These propositions theorize about: (1) 
circumstances that trigger the various types (i.e. pluralist, rationalist, interpretive, and radical) of 
politics (proposition 1-4); (2) the applicability of the four perspectives on organizational politics in 
different circumstances (proposition 5-8); and (3) political strategies for using consensus or conflict 
based leadership styles depending on the response patterns (i.e. actions) of the people involved in 
the implementing organizations (proposition 9-11). Thus, the recommendations for managing 
politics depend on both circumstances and how politics is perceived (political perspective). 
Furthermore, it is concluded that no political perspective is superior in all situations, and that 
multiple perspectives are necessary to understand the complexity of process politics. 
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9. Limitations 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter presents the limitations associated with the research design, the theoretical framing, 
and the research site. The implications of these limitations for my research are also described. 
 

CONTENT 
One limitation relates to generalization. Analytic generalization, as opposed to statistical 
generalization, is possible in case study research, and the rigor of my research enables me to 
generalize from description to theory. A second limitation relates to time series analysis. Time 
series analysis is not used as an analytic technique, and attitudinal changes have not been traced 
over time. A third limitation relates to the theoretical framework. The research does not include a 
radical humanist perspective on politics, which suggests an avenue for future research. A fourth 
limitation relates to the research focus. The focus on process implementation excludes other aspects 
of process innovation. A fifth limitation relates to the research interest. My interest in 
organizational politics entails turning a blind eye to alternative perspectives on organizations and 
alternative explanations of process innovation behavior. 
 
 
In the previous sections (see chapter 8), I accounted for the contributions of my research. These 
contributions are, however, limited by my choices in relation to the research design, the theoretical 
framing, and the case under investigation. In this chapter, I will describe these limitations and their 
implications for my research. The limitations relate to the possibility of generalization, the lack of 
time series analysis, the choice of theoretical framework, the focus on process implementation, and 
the research interest in organizational politics. 
 
One limitation relates to the possibility of generalization. The choice of conducting an embedded 
case study focusing on four different business units within the same company (AES, ASY, ISY, and 
RSY at Terma) has implications for the type of generalizations that can be made. Since case study 
research relies on analytic generalization, as opposed to statistical generalization, generalizing 
beyond the case is limited by the bounds of theory. Claiming that the empirical descriptions of the 
case study apply to other organizational settings is simply not possible. Say Lee & Baskerville: 
“The generalizability of the resulting theory beyond the case actually observed is a different matter. 
To claim that a theory will remain valid beyond the observed case (i.e., capable of generalizing 
valid descriptions of field settings not yet observed) would require accepting the uniformity of 
nature proposition, the validity of which is unestablished … Hence, a theory generalized from the 
empirical descriptions in a particular case study has no generalizability beyond the given case” (Lee 
& Baskerville, 2003: 234). This limitation, though, does not rule out the possibility of generalizing 
from description to theory. Say Lee & Baskerville: “Criticisms that case studies and qualitative 
studies are not generalizable would be incorrectly ruling out the generalizability of empirical 
descriptions to theory” (Lee & Baskerville, 2003: 237). However, criteria for identifying and 
choosing suitable candidates for generalization do not exist, i.e. which empirical descriptions, 
concepts, etc. should be generalized to theory (Lee & Baskerville, 2003). Therefore, I took as my 
starting point the identified patterns of political behavior (in subsection 8.1.2, these patterns were 
metaphorically described as: Applying-the-hammer, walking-the-talk, keeping-up-appearances, and 
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struggling-to-engage). I then identified the behavioral logic at work in the case and formulated it as 
a proposition, assuming that the same logic (underlying political behavior in process 
implementation at Terma) would apply to other organizations too. That is why each proposition is 
preceded by the same provision, namely “assuming that the same logic applies to other 
organizations, I theorize that …”. Despite the specifics of the case study, for example process 
innovation at Terma being based on the CMMI, Terma being a high-tech, systems development 
company, and the four business units being located within different business domains (primarily 
within the military industry), the case study details make theoretical contributions possible. In other 
words, it is up to other researchers and practitioners to determine – based on the detailed 
descriptions of my research method and case analyses – whether the same logic applies to their 
organizations. Thus, the argument for generalizability is based on my claim to research rigor. 
Mason supports this line of reasoning by arguing: “Whatever else you do, you should make some 
claims for the wider resonance or generalizability of your explanations which are based on the 
rigour of your analysis” (Mason, 2002: 196). 
 
A second limitation relates to the lack of time series analysis. According to Yin, “the ability to trace 
changes over time is a major strength of case studies … the important case study objective is to 
examine some relevant ‘how’ and ‘why’ questions about the relationships of events over time” 
(Yin, 2003: 123-127). Time series analysis is one among many analytic techniques for case study 
analyses. Using this technique (time series analysis) involves identifying the indicator(s) to be 
traced over time, the time interval(s) to be covered by the analysis, and the presumed temporal 
relationship to be analyzed. Time series analysis is not used in my case study, but my research 
satisfies the general objective of examining the relationships of events over time by using other 
analytic techniques. Specifically, the relationship between, on the one hand, organizational politics 
and, on the other hand, the BPIP implementation process and outcome in each of the four business 
units is examined by using the analytic techniques described in subsection 5.2.2.2, for example by 
means of within- and cross-case analyses. Despite my research focus on the BPIP implementation 
spanning approximately 12 months (from December 2005 to December 2006), the reported case 
study is not longitudinal field research as described by Pettigrew (1990) and others in which “time 
is captured … through a combination of retrospective and real time analysis” (Pettigrew, 1990: 
271). As a consequence, I have not focused explicitly and separately on how attitudes towards the 
BPIP evolved over the course of the project. As already indicated, statements by some political 
agents suggest that the attitude of some stakeholders changed during the project. For example, RSY 
PM#1 described the changing attitude of RSY management in the following manner: “In the 
beginning, it was an enormous commitment and something we had to do and with full management 
support. Lately it is something that we do not have to do” {11:2}. Despite its relevance, tracing 
attitudinal changes over time is non-trivial and, consequently, I decided to save the task for later 
research. 
 
A third limitation relates to the choice of theoretical framework. The choice of Bradshaw-Camball 
& Murray’s trifocal view of organizational politics (Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991) for the 
purpose of studying the politics of process implementation has implications for the range of 
possible analyses. The multi-perspective framework has one major limitation, namely its lack of a 
political perspective within the radical humanist view (paradigm) of organizations. As mentioned in 
chapter 4, Bradshaw-Camball & Murray attribute the lack of a radical humanist perspective on 
organizational politics to the “embryonic” nature of the paradigm. However, the argument that the 
paradigm has not been adequately developed to allow for empirical analyses of organizational 
politics is debatable. Hirschheim & Klein have, for example, described four paradigms of IS 
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development based on the same framework by Burrell & Morgan (1979). Say Hirschheim & Klein: 
“These paradigms, initially identified by Burrell and Morgan in the context of organizational and 
social research, also manifest themselves in the domain of information systems development” 
(Hirschheim & Klein, 1989: 1201-1202). In their analysis, the radical humanist paradigm is called 
neohumanism and examples of a radical humanist view of IS development are identified by the 
authors within critical theory. Despite their use of the radical humanist paradigm, they recognize, 
however, that the paradigms have not been adequately explored and described by calling for 
“explicit documentation of the assumptions underlying the various paradigms” (Hirschheim & 
Klein, 1989: 1214). Embryonic or not, neither the framework nor my analyses include a radical 
humanist perspective on organizational politics, which suggests a possible avenue for future 
research. 
 
A fourth limitation relates to the focus on process implementation. By centering on phase 2 of the 
BPIP, my research focuses on the implementation of new and innovative processes, i.e. the 
implementation of process innovations. This choice of research focus implies that other aspects of 
process innovation are not addressed by my research, for example the pre-implementation decision 
making process and the development of processes. Questions arising prior to implementation as part 
of the decision making process may include determining what needs changing, why, and how to 
bring the changes about. Challenges arising prior to implementation as part of the development of 
processes may include translating abstract model components (e.g. the CMMI requirements) into 
down-to-earth process descriptions (e.g. how systems development should be practiced and 
managed at Terma). These aspects are not covered by my research. My research focuses on, and 
contributes to, our knowledge about the process implementation part of process innovation. I leave 
it to others to study politics in other stages of process innovation, for example process development. 
Had I chosen to focus on phase 1 of the BPIP, my research would have contributed to the process 
development part of process innovation. 
 
A fifth limitation relates to the research interest in organizational politics. In all probability, politics 
is but one factor influencing the BPIP implementation processes and outcomes in the four business 
units. Just as different perspectives on organizational politics draw attention to different patterns 
and manifestations of politics, different perspectives on organizations draw attention to different 
aspects and dynamics of organizations. Morgan describes eight images (metaphors) of organizations 
representing distinct and different ways of perceiving and managing organizations.119 Organizations 
as political systems is one of the metaphors. Each metaphor is a conceptual lens that allows us to 
view organizations in certain ways and gain important insights, but that also has limitations because 
it produces one-sided knowledge by favoring certain interpretations while neglecting others. 
Morgan’s metaphors invite us to apply a wide and varied range of perspectives on situations as they 
play out in organizations, and this leads to richer perceptions and a wider set of options for 
managerial intervention. Since this PhD dissertation focuses solely on organizational politics, I can 
only speculate that alternative perspectives on organizations (e.g. organizations as cultures) may 
offer alternative explanations of the variations in process implementation outcomes across 
organizational units at Terma. For example, Müller et al. (2008) describe how variations in 
organizational subcultures between ASY and ISY may help account for the differences in 
implementation outcomes. Similarly, perceiving the organizations (i.e. AES, ASY, ISY, and RSY) 
as learning systems (organizations as brains) would lead us to focus on past experiences and 
                                                 
119 Organizations as machines, organizations as organisms, organizations as brains, organizations as cultures, 
organizations as political systems, organizations as psychic prisons, organizations as flux and transformation, and 
organizations as instruments of domination (Morgan, 1979). 
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capacities for learning. Seeing the BPIP in the context of previous failed attempts at process 
innovation (see section 6.1 for an account of historic SPI initiatives at Terma) might help us better 
understand the reactions with which the BPIP was met in different parts of the organization and 
consequently help us understand why it turned out as it did. 
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10. Research Reflections 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter contains my reflections on various aspects of the research project at Terma. First, I 
reflect on how to achieve rigor and relevance in collaborative practice research, thereby ensuring 
research quality. Second, I reflect on doing cross-paradigm research (by using multiple 
perspectives on organizational politics based on different sociological paradigms) from a critical 
realist standpoint. Third, I reflect on the consequences of my studying politics while being 
perceived as a political agent myself. 
 

CONTENT 
The rigor and relevance of my research are achieved, and its quality is ensured, by handling three 
dilemmas of action research (Rapoport, 1970) and following four lessons on collaborative practice 
research (Mathiassen, 2002). Cross-paradigm research is embraced by critical realism (Mingers, 
2007), and I conduct research from a critical realist standpoint through a ‘parallel’ paradigm 
crossing strategy (Schultz & Hatch, 1996). Self-awareness as a political agent has consequences 
for the collection of data. 
 
 

10.1. Reflections on Collaborative Practice Research 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section describes three dilemmas of action research and four lessons for collaborative practice 
research. Steps taken to handle the dilemmas and learn from the lessons are described along with 
reflections on advice and recommendations found in the literature. 
 

CONTENT 
Ethical dilemmas, goal dilemmas, and dilemmas of initiatives are described, and I account for my 
thoughts and decisions on selecting an ethically defensible client, avoiding the trap of becoming 
captive of organizational interests, maintaining confidentiality, not confusing personal and 
research interests, avoiding bias due to over-involvement, preventing research from being used for 
political purposes, balancing research and problem solving interests, and adjusting the research 
focus based on learning. Lessons for maintaining rigor and relevance in collaborative practice 
research are described, and I account for my thoughts and decisions on establishing control 
structures and separating practice and research related concerns; ensuring a tripartite focus on 
understanding, supporting, and improving practice; combining research methods; and building a 
documentation system. 
 
 
Since the case study reported in this PhD dissertation emerged from a collaborative practice 
research project, the quality of the former depends in part on the latter. My actions as a 
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collaborative practice researcher influence my possibilities for initiating and carrying out practice 
studies and field experiments. For example, failure to systematically collect data from the outset 
may limit future research opportunities. Collaborative practice research is based on the premise that 
many research opportunities cannot be anticipated and planned in advance (Mathiassen, 2002). By 
following a number of general criteria for action research (collaborative practice research being one 
form of action research) and specific criteria for collaborative practice research rigor, and relevance 
are ensured, which in turn leads to research quality. 
 
Collaborative practice research and action research share many characteristics. Some guidelines and 
recommendations are common to both methodologies whereas others are unique to collaborative 
practice research. The quality of both depends on the researcher’s ability to handle three specific 
dilemmas discussed below. In addition, the rigor and relevance of collaborative practice research 
depend on the researcher following the four lessons presented later in this section. 
 
Action research (and by implication collaborative practice research) is associated with three 
dilemmas: Ethical dilemmas, goal dilemmas, and dilemmas of initiatives (Rapoport, 1970). In the 
following, I will describe these dilemmas and how they were handled in my collaborative practice 
research project. 
 
To avoid, on the one hand, ‘ivory tower’ research that lacks practical relevance and, on the other 
hand, action that is not theoretically informed and lacks scientific rigor, a balance between 
researcher and practitioner interests must be struck in dealing with three dilemmas of action 
research: Ethical dilemmas, goal dilemmas, and dilemmas of initiatives (Germonprez & 
Mathiassen, 2004; Avison et al., 2001; Baskerville & Wood-Harper, 1998). Ethical dilemmas occur 
when an action researcher becomes involved in practice and wants to take client interests into 
account. Ethical dilemmas include: (1) selecting an ethically defensible client, (2) avoiding the trap 
of becoming captive of organizational interests, (3) maintaining confidentiality, (4) not confusing 
personal and research interests, (5) avoiding bias due to over-involvement, and (6) preventing 
research from being used for political purposes. Not compromising personal integrity and ethical 
standards is key. Goal dilemmas occur when demands for practical problem solving conflict with 
the demands for research. Through involvement, an action researcher gains access which may 
increase research validity,120 but involvement carries the price of losing detachment and 
independence which may reduce research validity. Striking a balance between research interests 
(detachment) and practical interests (involvement) is imperative to action research. Dilemmas of 
initiative arise when trying to decide whether to let research emerge from client problems or 
researcher interests. Whereas the former ensures relevance from a practitioner’s point of view, the 
latter guarantees substance from a researcher’s point of view. Achieving balance by allowing for 
research adjustments based on learning on the part of both client and researcher is key (Rapoport, 
1970). 
 
Next, I comment on each of the three dilemmas confronting action researchers and how they were 
handled in my collaborative practice research project. 
 
In terms of ethical dilemmas, six aspects were considered. First, in selecting an ethically defensible 
client, I was forced to ask myself whether I wanted to lend my services to Terma, a company within 
the military industry. My decision to collaborate with the company was based on two criteria: One, 

                                                 
120 In the sense of contingent validity (Healy & Perry, 2000). 
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the company is a lawful organization; two, the company is not an arms manufacturer but develops 
defense systems. These criteria helped to prevent any moral qualms that I might otherwise have 
had. Second, avoiding the trap of becoming captive of organizational interests was accomplished by 
conceptualizing action research as a problem solving interest cycle and a research interest cycle. In 
so doing, I was constantly reminded of my obligations to both Terma and the research community. 
Third, maintaining confidentiality and not disclosing sensitive information were given due attention 
because my research focused on the sensitive topic of organizational politics. I, therefore, made no 
secret of the fact that I was a collaborative practice researcher (i.e. an action researcher) and that I 
would use the information that I was privy to for research purposes unless explicitly asked not to. I 
also made it clear that I would use the information to support future management decisions. This 
was, for example, emphasized prior to my interviews with company employees. Although I did not 
offer interviewees and other informants the prospect of anonymity, I recognized the need for 
discretion and decided to conceal the identity of people through anonymization. Fourth, not 
confusing personal and research interests but maintaining my integrity as a researcher helped 
establish research credibility. I was acutely aware that writing about organizational politics was not 
conducive to my starting a career at the company, especially if people in power found it necessary 
to disassociate themselves from me. Recognizing the potential importance of the research 
contribution, I nevertheless decided to pursue the topic. This decision may, of course, in itself be 
interpreted as an act of organizational politics and in section 10.3 I discuss my role as a political 
agent at Terma. Fifth, avoiding bias due to over-involvement proved to be a challenge. 
Disinterested research is not possible when doing collaborative practice research, in particular when 
the client and your employer are the same person. I have, however, taken several steps to counter 
my personal bias and its effect on my analyses and research findings. These steps, including ‘check 
coding’ during data analysis, are described in subsection 5.2.2. Nonetheless, I cannot discount the 
possibility that some people may question my personal motivation and interest in the research. In 
section 10.3, I critically reflect on my role at Terma and describe, among other things, my self-
interest in the BPIP as seen from the pluralist perspective on organizational politics. Sixth, 
preventing research from being used for political purposes requires special attention, especially in 
relation to a case study on politics in process innovation. Studying organizational politics while 
making sure that the research findings cannot or will not be used for political purposes is non-
trivial. I have not been able to completely eliminate the risk of my research being used for internal 
political purposes, but I have attempted to reduce the risk by not making value judgments about the 
identified patterns of political behavior at the company. I have analyzed the impact of 
organizational politics on process implementation efforts, but described the behavior as neither 
negative nor positive. As a consequence, people will have to determine for themselves whether such 
behavior is good or bad. 
 
In terms of goal dilemmas, I have attempted to strike a balance between research interests and 
practical interests by conceptualizing action research as a problem solving interest cycle and a 
research interest cycle. By conceptualizing action research as two separate yet interconnected and 
interacting cycles, a problem solving interest cycle and a research interest cycle, it is possible to 
balance the competing interests of action research. Such a conceptualization supports both the 
relevance and rigor of action research as it forces action researchers not only to acknowledge real 
world problem situations that need solving but also to be explicit about reflection and learning 
processes in real life interventions (McKay & Marshall, 2001). Over the course of the collaborative 
practice research project, this conceptualization helped me to distinguish between research and 
problem solving interests and to reconcile my dual role as both researcher and practitioner at the 
company. Action research’s dual imperative of solving problems and doing research is illustrated in 
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Appendix E along with a description of the dual cycle of my collaborative practice research at 
Terma. 
 
In terms of dilemmas of initiative, I initiated the project by searching for a host organization as a 
site for conducting research. Having chosen Terma as host organization, my role as a collaborative 
practice researcher (i.e. as an action researcher) was, however, negotiated on the basis of a 
researcher-client agreement (Susman & Evered, 1978; Davison et al., 2004). This researcher-client 
agreement (see Appendix C) was continually revised based on experiences and acquired 
knowledge. Perceptions of problems changed through learning and discussions of my studies. By 
allowing the problem definition to emerge through discussions with the client, the practical and 
scientific goals of the collaborative practice research project were maintained. 
 
Having described the three dilemmas of action research and how they were handled in my 
collaborative practice research project, the remainder of this section focuses on lessons for doing 
collaborative practice research and how the advice was used in my project. 
 
Mathiassen proposes four lessons for doing collaborative practice research. “Lesson 1: Organise 
collaborations as a loosely coupled system of related agendas” (Mathiassen, 2002: 337). In order to 
meet goals and expectations, and to manage a collaborative practice research project properly, a set 
of control structures must be established, as suggested by Avison et al. (2001). Also, due to 
diverging interests, practice related concerns must be separated from research concerns. First, 
control structures: Initiation (who initiated the project?), determination of authority (who is in 
charge of the research project?), and degree of formalization are three control structures that 
collaborative practice researchers (and action researchers in general) need to be explicit about. Not 
only must references to these control structures be made, but also “shifts in the control structure of 
the AR project need to be reported in order to maintain the validity of the study as findings shift 
across method variants” (Avison et al., 2001: 40). In the context of collaborative practice research, 
this includes shifts between action research, field experiments, and practice studies. Second, 
separating practice related concerns and research concerns: Action research accommodates both the 
practice and research interests of clients and researchers, which makes it vulnerable to criticism of 
being little more than consultancy. Conceptualizing action research as separate but interconnected 
problem solving and research cycles strengthens the rigor and credibility of research practices and 
outcomes. Such a conceptualization forces action researchers to clarify their interests, to explicate 
the process of reflection and learning, and to be aware of their responsibilities to both the scientific 
community and practitioners (McKay & Marshall, 2001). 
 
“Lesson 2: Implement full learning cycles of understanding, supporting, and improving practice” 
(Mathiassen, 2002: 338).121 Whereas understanding and supporting practice are goals normally 
associated with IS research in general, the goal of improving practice is the hallmark of 
collaborative practice research and other types of action research (Mathiassen, 2002; Baskerville & 
Wood-Harper, 1996). Understanding comes from interpretation; support comes from theory, e.g. 
propositions, and artifacts (for example tools); and improvement comes from intervention. In 
essence, the three goals are interconnected: “We reach a deeper understanding of practice as we 
attempt to change it; we need to understand practice to design useful propositions; and, the 
propositions and our interpretations of practice are ultimately tested through attempts to change 
practice” (Mathiassen, 2002: 327-328). Within this learning cycle of understanding, supporting, and 

                                                 
121 Similarly, “the principle of the cyclical process model” is advocated by Davison et al. (2004). 
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improving practice, field experiments and practice studies allow for the exploration of various 
problems and issues that emerge during the research process (Mathiassen, 2002; Germonprez & 
Mathiassen, 2004). 
 
“Lesson 3: Combine action research, experiments, and practice studies” (Mathiassen, 2002: 338). 
Mathiassen advocates a pluralist research design by referring to two arguments for combining 
research approaches offered by Mingers (2001). First, methods focus on different aspects of an 
ontologically stratified and differentiated reality, and combining research methods provides for a 
richer picture. Second, research is usually conducted in phases, and certain methods are more useful 
than others during certain phases. Combining methods is, therefore, not only appropriate but 
necessary (Mingers, 2001). One part of the argument relates to philosophy of science and the debate 
on paradigm incommensurability (see section 10.2). Another part of the argument relates to the 
value of using different methods at different times during the research process. Not all methods are 
equally appropriate for all purposes and circumstances. 
 
“Lessons 4: Establish basic documentation systems to support longitudinal practice studies” 
(Mathiassen, 2002: 339).122 The research process must be systematically documented to avoid the 
trap of becoming too involved in the problem solving interests at the expense of the research 
interests and scientific rigor (Baskerville et al., 1996). Due to the emergent nature of the research 
process, empirical data and research material must be systematically documented. By building a 
documentation system, it is possible to draw on selected parts of the data as dedicated research 
initiatives, e.g. practice studies, emerge. 
 
Having presented lessons for doing collaborative practice research, I will describe how I followed 
the advice of Mathiassen (2002) by implementing recommendations on how to ensure the rigor and 
relevance of research. 
 
“Lesson 1: Organise collaborations as a loosely coupled system of related agendas” (Mathiassen, 
2002: 337). As recommended by Mathiassen, control structures were established (Avison et al. 
2001) and practice related concerns were separated from research concerns (McKay et al., 2001). 
First, control structures: In terms of initiating the collaborative practice research project, I started 
out by searching for a host organization as a site for conducting research (researcher initiation). 
Having made contact with Terma, my participation in the company’s Business Process 
Improvement Project (BPIP) as a collaborative practice researcher (i.e. as an action researcher) was 
negotiated (collaborative initiation). In terms of authority over the collaborative practice research 
project, I did not hold an action warrant (client domination);123 I only recommended actions to 
managers within the organization. Some recommendations, including the use of self-assessments as 
a means of evaluating process implementation progress, were approved, which led to actions being 
taken and outcomes monitored. Other elements of authority, e.g. authority for cancellation and 
processes for renegotiating the structure of the project, were never discussed, but the existence of a 
formal agreement (i.e. the aforementioned researcher-client agreement) governing the industrial 
PhD project (see Appendix C) made the consent of both parties a prerequisite for changing the 

                                                 
122 Similarly, “plan data collection methods” is a defining feature of action research described by Baskerville (1999). 
Data should be reproducible for examination if required in order to ascertain the validity of the research results 
(Baskerville, 1999). Checkland et al. (1998) speak of “recoverability” of the research process, which requires thought 
processes and mental models to be explicated to allow other researchers to evaluate the interpretations and conclusions. 
123 Avison et al. (2001) identify three authority patterns in action research projects: Client domination, staged 
domination, and identity domination. 

 221



terms of the collaborative practice research project (staged domination). In terms of formalization, 
the agreement specified the terms of my employment and governed my research practice at the 
company (formal formalization).124 The agreement included a budget, a description of the scope of 
the research, and a list of mutual responsibilities. The content of this agreement was, however, the 
object of many discussions, and both my research focus and my responsibilities changed over the 
course of the collaborative practice research project as both the company and I gained in knowledge 
and experience (evolved formalization). Second, separating practice related concerns and research 
concerns: I conceptualized and conducted action research as dual cycles of problem solving and 
research. Recognizing that research interests and problem solving interests are separate, coexist, and 
sometimes even converge made it easier to reconcile the roles of researcher and practitioner – not 
least in relation to data collection. As an employee of the organization in which I was doing action 
research, I found it difficult to determine the relevancy of data and to restrict the data collection 
process accordingly. Unrestricted access and closeness to the data presented a challenge in the sense 
that I had to make a choice about which data to collect when almost everything that was going on at 
the company seemed relevant to the challenge of changing existing work practices through process 
innovation. By separating the problem solving interest cycle and the research cycle, and in turn by 
narrowing the scope of the research interest cycle to focus on certain aspects of process innovation 
in field experiments and practice studies, e.g. organizational culture and organizational politics (see 
Figure 1.2 in subsection 1.3.2), the problem was resolved. I was able to focus on, for example, 
expressions of organizational culture and the means by which this culture was represented, e.g. 
symbols and artifacts. 
 
“Lesson 2: Implement full learning cycles of understanding, supporting, and improving practice” 
(Mathiassen, 2002: 338). As recommended by Mathiassen, my research focused on all three goals 
of understanding, supporting, and improving practice. The collaborative practice research project 
was motivated by a desire to understand the organizational factors inhibiting and supporting process 
innovation at Terma. In pursuit of this objective, I supported the process innovation efforts by 
participating in the BPIP, and our combined efforts led to improvements of practice. From my 
commitment to learn from practice and to help the practitioners in the process, a number of 
dedicated research opportunities emerged in the form of a field experiment and practice studies (see 
Figure 1.2 in subsection 1.3.2). 
 
“Lesson 3: Combine action research, experiments, and practice studies” (Mathiassen, 2002: 338). 
As recommended by Mathiassen, various research methods were combined to form the 
collaborative practice research methodology. As illustrated in Figure 1.2 in subsection 1.3.2, action 
research lay at the core of the research methodology. By focusing on problems and issues in Terma, 
research relevance was ensured. Action research was, however, supplemented with practice studies 
and a field experiment as opportunities for exploring specific research questions arose. For 
example, a practice study to investigate the impact of organizational culture on process 
implementation was planned and executed when this emerged as an issue over the course of the 
BPIP. It was only after having been with the company for some time that I began to pay attention 
the differences between the business units and to interpret them as signs of multiple organizational 
subcultures. Not until after having witnessed the differences in process implementation progress 
and behavior did I suggest investigating the link between organizational culture and process 
implementation. This was also the case with the practice study on the impact of organizational 
politics on process implementation, which is the focus of this PhD dissertation. Again, it was only 

                                                 
124 Avison et al. (2001) classify control structures in action research as formal, informal, or evolved. 
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after having been with the company for some time that I recognized the different interests at play in 
the BPIP and was able to identify the different ways in which these interests manifested themselves. 
These observations then allowed me to suggest investigating the link between organizational 
politics and process implementation. 
 
“Lessons 4: Establish basic documentation systems to support longitudinal practice studies” 
(Mathiassen, 2002: 339). As recommended by Mathiassen, a documentation system was established 
in the form of a data repository to support the systematic collection and storage of data. Attention to 
data collection and documentation was also a safeguard against the risk of losing sight of the 
research interests while pursuing problem solving interests. Data collection and documentation 
involved gathering and storing written documents, including the BPIP plans, presentations, minutes 
of meetings, status reports, process maturity assessment reports, news bulletins, and e-mails. Since I 
did not know in advance how the collaborative practice research project would evolve and which 
opportunities for dedicated research initiatives would present themselves, I decided to include as 
much material as possible. Consequently, I maintained a copy of the database used by all the BPIP 
participants for the purpose of saving, compiling, and sharing all project relevant material. Backups 
were made automatically at regular intervals to ensure that I had a local version of every document 
that was placed on the company server in the event that someone later decided to erase part of the 
content. This database comprised more than 2500 documents. I applied this all-inclusive approach 
to data collection to other data sources as well. All meetings were audio recorded, including BPIP 
management team meetings, BPIP status meetings, and day-to-day project meetings. Last but not 
least, my role and responsibilities at the company gave me access to the raw data from all process 
maturity assessments. These data (audio recordings and assessments) were also saved for future 
reference. In this way, an extensive repository of all data related to the BPIP both at the corporate 
level and within each of the participating business units was gradually built. Parts of this material 
were used when opportunities for dedicated research initiatives emerged and were supplemented 
with additional data relevant to these research initiatives only, e.g. interviews. 
 
In summary, by following general criteria for action research and specific criteria for collaborative 
practice research in the manner described in this section, I have striven to ensure rigor and 
relevance in my research and, in turn, research quality. 
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10.2. Reflections on Critical Realism 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section discusses the possibility of using a theoretical framework (i.e. Bradshaw-Camball & 
Murray’s trifocal view of organizational politics) based on assumptions that transcend several 
paradigms (Burrell & Morgan’s four sociological paradigms). In this discussion, I describe the 
paradigm incommensurability argument and counterarguments, including strategies for paradigm 
crossing and the pluralism associated with critical realism. 
 

CONTENT 
I reject the paradigm incommensurability argument following Schultz & Hatch (1996) and Mingers 
(2007) who present strategies and arguments for cross-paradigm research, respectively. I follow 
the ‘parallel’ paradigm crossing strategy used by, for example, Hassard (1991) by establishing 
accounts of process innovation behavior based on three of four paradigms introduced by Burrell & 
Morgan (1979). This strategy is in good keeping with critical realism in its advocacy for 
methodological and theoretical pluralism. 
 
 
Neither Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991) nor Jasperson et al. (2002) reflect on doing research 
based on implicit or explicit assumptions about ontology and epistemology and, at the same time, 
trying to apply a theoretical framework based on competing paradigms. In a nutshell, the question 
is: Can a researcher grounded in one paradigm do research based on another paradigm? In relation 
to my case study, the question is: Subscribing to critical realism, what are my potential problems 
and limitations in doing research based on three of the four paradigms described by Burrell & 
Morgan (1979)? 
 
Burrell & Morgan claim that the paradigms are mutually exclusive and that no synthesis is possible 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979). However, my analyses show that although they rely on competing 
assumptions, syntheses across the four political perspectives (based on three of the four paradigms 
described by Burrell & Morgan) are not only possible but necessary for understanding the 
complexity of organizational politics and explaining the process and outcome of process innovation. 
 
According to Burrell & Morgan, paradigms are “defined by very basic meta-theoretical assumptions 
which underwrite the frame of reference, mode of theorising and modus operandi of the social 
scientists who operate within them” (Burrell & Morgan, 1979: 23). Among the defining 
characteristics of the four paradigms identified (the radical humanist paradigm, the interpretive 
paradigm, the radical structuralist paradigm, and the functionalist paradigm) are assumptions about 
the nature of social science, including ontology, epistemology, and methodology. Their description 
emphasizes the inter-dependencies between “assumptions about the nature of organizational 
phenomena (ontology), the nature of knowledge about those phenomena (epistemology), and the 
nature of ways of studying those phenomena (methodology)” (Gioia et al., 1990: 585). In turn, these 
inter-dependencies lead to discussions about paradigm incommensurability. Paradigm 
incommensurability is “an outgrowth of Burrell & Morgan's contention that paradigms are mutually 
exclusive. Proponents of incommensurability argue for the separate and distinct development and 
application of each paradigm. They contend that the different epistemological, ontological, 
methodological, and sociological assumptions upon which each paradigm is based are so 
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contradictory as to erect insurmountable barriers between the paradigms” (Goles & Hirschheim, 
2000: 258). 
 
Paradigm incommensurability is an issue that has been discussed passionately over the years (see 
for example Goles & Hirschheim, 2000; Jackson & Carter, 1991). The fervor with which this 
question has been debated has led some commentators to refer to the debate as “the paradigm wars” 
(Mingers, 2004b; Tashakkori & Teddlie (1998) referenced in Goles & Hirschheim, 2000; Schultz & 
Hatch, 1996). Some researchers are advocates of paradigm incommensurability (e.g. Jackson & 
Carter, 1991), some are proponents of bridging paradigm boundaries (e.g. Gioia & Pitre, 1990), and 
others are pragmatists refusing to limit their choices of research methods to a single paradigm (e.g. 
Mingers, 2001). My intention is not to give a detailed account of the arguments for and against 
paradigm incommensurability but to clarify my position and, consequently, the case study’s point of 
departure. 
 
Schultz & Hatch (1996) do not accept the paradigm incommensurability argument and introduce the 
concept of ‘paradigm crossing’ as a strategy for multi-paradigm research. They distinguish between 
paradigm incommensurability, paradigm integration, and paradigm crossing as the basis for doing 
research. A researcher taking paradigm crossing as his or her starting point “recognizes and 
confronts multiple paradigms, rather than ignoring them as in the integrationist position, or refusing 
to confront them as in the incommensurability position” (Schultz & Hatch, 1996: 533). Four types 
of paradigm crossing are identified: Sequential, parallel, bridging, and interplay. ‘Parallel’ 
(paradigm crossing) is a strategy that uses different paradigms simultaneously and on an equal 
footing in analyzing a particular situation. A case study by Hassard (1991) is pointed to as an 
archetypal example of this strategy. My research is in many respects similar to Hassard’s various 
accounts of work behavior in the British Fire Service based on the four paradigms introduced by 
Burrell & Morgan (1979). Hassard describes his methodology as “multiple paradigm research” in 
which “theories and methods characteristic of the four Burrell & Morgan paradigms were used to 
generate a range of empirical data sets” (Hassard, 1991: 278). In a similar manner, I applied 
theories of organizational politics (i.e. the four political perspectives embedded in the framework of 
Bradshaw-Camball & Murray (1991)) based on the paradigms introduced by Burrell & Morgan 
(1979). An additional similarity is that Hassard’s accounts, like my analyses, show “how 
contrasting images of the subject matter emerge when we base our investigations upon 
incommensurable sets of meta-theoretical assumptions” (Hassard, 1991: 294). 
 
By following the parallel (paradigm crossing) strategy introduced by Schultz & Hatch (1996) and 
the example set by Hassard (1991), I too have rejected the incommensurability argument, which is 
in good keeping with the philosophy of critical realism. According to Mingers, critical realism has 
“arisen in response to the fundamental difficulty of maintaining a realist position in the face of the 
criticisms from interpretivism, constructivism and post-modernism of an empirical and naturalist 
view of science” (Mingers, 2004b: 168). More to the point, Mingers argues that the advent of 
critical realism marks a ceasefire – if not an end – to the paradigm wars because it accommodates 
much of the criticism that the parties (particularly positivists and interpretivists) involved have 
launched against one another. Critical realism acknowledges, on the one hand, “that there are 
important aspects of the social and psychological world that simply escape measurement and 
quantification” (Mingers, 2004b: 165) and, on the other hand, “that there are important aspects of 
the world, including the social world, that go before and beyond the individual’s meanings and 
beliefs” (Mingers, 2004b: 165). Both qualitative and quantitative methods are required, which in 
turn implies a plurality of methods. It is, however, a plurality “not just of methods but of all the four 
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philosophical dimensions [ontology, epistemology, axiology, and methodology] … I suggest that 
this stance actually follows from both a systems perspective, seeing the world in a holistic way, and 
a critical realist perspective which accepts a plurality of objects of knowledge” (Mingers, 2007: 
84).125 Thus, critical realism supports not only mixed methods based on competing methodological 
assumptions but also mixed theories based on competing ontological and epistemological 
assumptions. In my case study this pluralism manifests itself in my choice of theoretical framework, 
i.e. Bradshaw-Camball & Murray’s (1991) trifocal view of organizational politics. 
 
In summary, a researcher grounded in one paradigm can do research based on another paradigm. 
Schultz & Hatch (1996) have described strategies for this purpose. In subscribing to critical realism, 
I am furthermore encouraged to do research based on a plurality of methods and theories. The fact 
that these methods and theories are grounded in three of the four paradigms described by Burrell & 
Morgan (1979) is seen as a source of strength not as a limitation to overcome or as a problem to 
solve. 
 

10.3. Reflections on My Role 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This section contains interpretations of my role in the BPIP, how others may perceive me, and the 
consequences of my self-awareness as a political agent to my actions as collaborative practice 
researcher. 
 

CONTENT 
Depending on political perspective, I may be perceived as a servant of self-interest (pluralist 
perspective), a key information provider (rationalist perspective), a henchman in the service of the 
corporate BPIP manager (interpretive perspective), or an instrument of domination (radical 
perspective). To reduce the risk of people’s perceptions of me adversely affecting my ability to study 
politics in process implementation, I decided to keep the research focus of my case study to myself 
and to build rapport with the interviewees. 
 
 
In this case study, I have focused on the behavior of the primary stakeholders in the BPIP, i.e. key 
decision makers or gatekeepers of information flows in the BPIP. Other more peripheral people 
were not included in the case analyses. Furthermore, I participated in the project myself, and being 
neither a disinterested nor an objective participant, I feel obliged to clarify my role in the project 
and reflect on the implications for my research. I critically evaluated my own role in the BPIP by 
describing how this role can be interpreted in different ways depending on political perspective and 
how my self-awareness as a collaborative practice researcher (i.e. as an action researcher) and 
political agent was taken into consideration during the case study. These deliberations hopefully 
demonstrate that the research was well thought out and lend support to the ‘methodological 
trustworthiness’ (Healy & Perry, 2000) of the case study (see subsection 5.1.1). 

                                                 
125 In the quote, Mingers refers to “philosophical dimensions in Figure 1”. In the article, Figure 1 illustrates “the 
domains of science and philosophy with respect to the Real, the Actual, and the Empirical” (Mingers, 2007: 80) and 
includes four philosophical dimensions: Ontology, epistemology, axiology, and methodology. 
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I participated in the BPIP as a collaborative practice researcher (i.e. as an action researcher), and my 
role and responsibilities evolved over time. I was expected to participate in the BPIP as an academic 
sparring partner, which entailed providing theoretically grounded input if not advice and guidance. I 
was hired by the then company CTO and senior VP who was the instigator and driving force behind 
the BPIP, and he sought my counsel during project planning. Later, I joined two of the three groups 
supporting the corporate BPIP manager: ‘The architects’ and ‘the trainers’ (see subsection 6.1.1). 
Whereas the former was responsible for the process architecture across process areas and business 
units as well as the process maturity assessments that were performed periodically, the latter was 
responsible for educating employees about the new processes and the reasons for changing existing 
practices. 
 
My role and actions may be interpreted differently depending on political perspective. From a 
pluralist perspective on organizational politics, I was a stakeholder with vested interests in the 
BPIP. I not only had an interest in doing research on the BPIP in my attempt to earn a PhD degree, 
but I also had an interest in seeing the BPIP succeed as this would reflect positively on my 
participation in the project. Additionally, I had an interest in earning the respect and goodwill of my 
superiors (being an employee of the company). However, the self-assessment tool that was used for 
monitoring and evaluating process maturity at the project level afforded me a position of power 
since I was the chief architect behind the tool and responsible for planning and supervising the 
assessments at Terma. This position was in turn based on corporate management’s willingness to 
act upon the assessment results. Criticism targeting measurements in general and the tool in 
particular was in conflict with my interests, and my attempts to accommodate the criticism (e.g. in 
terms of responding to foreign terminology, academic language, etc. by changing the wording of 
some questions) may be interpreted as evidence of negotiation. From this perspective, I was a 
servant of self-interest. 
 
From a rationalist perspective on organizational politics, I addressed an information need by 
providing data as input to the decision making process. The process maturity assessments were a 
source of information (facts) about process implementation status that was used as a basis for 
monitoring implementation progress and initiating corrective actions when results did not live up to 
expectations. The assessments were also the means for determining whether projects and the 
business units had succeeded in implementing the processes and, ultimately, in achieving the goal 
of CMMI level 2 compliance. The use of the assessment tool supported a top-down, authority (i.e. 
management) driven implementation approach. Furthermore, the assessments made objective value 
judgments possible. From this perspective, I was a key information provider. 
 
From an interpretive perspective on organizational politics, I contributed to the corporate manager’s 
(and the CEO’s) social construction of the BPIP. The BPIP was portrayed as not only necessary but 
also desirable. For my part, I contributed to the social construction by, on the one hand, 
communicating the need for improvements to current practices and, on the other hand, presenting 
the CMMI as the de facto standard for SPI126 (according to the SEI) built on common sense and 
best practice within the industry. By participating in several SEI sponsored CMMI courses, by 
contributing my knowledge of the CMMI to discussions within, for example, ‘the architects’ group, 
and by educating employees about the CMMI as a member of ‘the trainers’ group, I became an 
authority on the CMMI. In this capacity, I used my knowledge and experience in support of the 
BPIP as a symbol of process innovation. I made sense of the turn of events based on experiences 

                                                 
126 Incidentally, this claim is supported in the literature. See for example Rose et al., 2008. 
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and values shared with the corporate BPIP manager. For example, non-compliance was attributed to 
ignorance rather than opposition, highlighting the need for information and guidance. From this 
perspective, I was a henchman in the service of the corporate BPIP manager. 
 
From a radical perspective on organizational politics, I was a servant of management interests. I 
helped to disseminate (by being a ‘trainer’) and enforce (by being involved in the process maturity 
assessments) the CMMI ideology and practices across the organization. By informing employees 
(through training) about the background to the BPIP (continued schedule variance and increasing 
accumulated overruns across projects) and the choice of model (i.e. the CMMI) for addressing some 
of the current problems, I helped not only to convey the message about the need for change and the 
corporate-wide approach to change management but also to preach the CMMI ideology with its 
emphasis on, among other things, efficiency improvement and streamlining of processes. In 
addition, by planning and supervising the process maturity assessments, I helped to introduce and 
enforce a measurements system enabling management oversight and control. In a sense, I became a 
puppet of the oppressors (i.e. management) by revealing non-compliance among projects and, in 
turn, helping to quell any signs of struggle for emancipation. From this perspective, I was an 
instrument of domination. 
 
In truth, all these perspectives have merit though in varying degrees and at different times during 
the BPIP, and I am certain that an analysis of my behavior based on the empirical data would 
confirm this. To pretend otherwise would be dishonest. While acknowledging this, I took the 
question of research ethics and, more broadly, my responsibilities to the research community very 
seriously. Having made the decision to do a case study on politics in process implementation, I 
resolved to reexamine my role and continuously question how it would affect me as a collaborative 
practice researcher (i.e. as an action researcher) at Terma. How would my self-awareness as a 
political agent affect my behavior, and how would others’ perceptions of me affect my ability to 
conduct research at Terma? I did not arrive at definite answers to these questions but had an 
ongoing dialogue with myself. Two direct consequences of contemplating these questions deserve 
mentioning. First, I told as few people as possible about my research interest in organizational 
politics. In everyday speech, the word ‘politics’ conjures up negative images, and to many people 
the concept of organizational politics is not likely to be associated with anything positive either. I, 
therefore, found it prudent not to disclose my research focus on organizational politics to any of the 
interviewees (that itself being a political act).127 I did not want knowledge of the research subject to 
influence the interview data. As a consequence, I used the need for gathering experience as part of a 
post-project review of the BPIP as a legitimate pretext for conducting the interviews. Thus, the 
interviews contributed not only to the case study but also to an evaluation of the BPIP as a Terma 
project. Second, I strove to build rapport with the interviewees. I was aware that some of them 
would perhaps perceive me as a political agent with interests that were either at variance or in 
alignment with their interests. Many of the interviewees knew of me prior to the interviews due to 
my role in the BPIP. I wanted to minimize the risk of the interviewees not wanting to confide in me. 
I attempted to mitigate this risk by creating an atmosphere of trust and candor that would encourage 
the interviewees to speak their mind. This was accomplished by emphasizing the value to future 
process innovation projects like the BPIP of getting their feedback on positive and negative aspects 
of the project. At that point in time, everyone expected another project to replace the BPIP as the 
next logical step in climbing the ladder towards higher maturity (CMMI level 3) [226]. People were 
therefore offered an opportunity to point out some of the things that in their eyes needed to be taken 

                                                 
127 I did not keep my research focus a secret, but I did not volunteer information about it either. 
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into account the second time around. That said, there is little doubt that the fact that I was the one 
interviewing the stakeholders had an indeterminable effect on the data. This effect made 
comparisons of results across data sources and stakeholders all the more necessary and is part of the 
reason for the rigorous data collection and analysis (see section 5.2). 
 
In summary, my role at Terma may be interpreted in different ways depending on political 
perspective. Having resolved to do a case study on politics in process implementation, I decided, 
first of all, not to disclose my research focus and, secondly, to build rapport with the people I 
interviewed in order to increase the likelihood of their confiding in me despite my being perceived 
as a political agent with interests of my own. 
 

 229



11. Conclusion 
 

Quintessence 
 

STRUCTURE 
This chapter concludes the PhD dissertation by summarizing the background, the research focus, 
the literature review, the theoretical framework, the research design, the case description, the 
analyses, the contributions, and the limitations of my research. 
 

CONTENT 
The PhD dissertation reports a qualitative, explorative, and embedded case study (the research 
design) investigating politics in the implementation of process innovation (the research focus) 
based on a multi-perspective framework of organizational politics (the theoretical framework). The 
implementation of processes defined in the context of the company-wide BPIP (the background) is 
analyzed from four political perspectives (the analyses) for each of the four participating business 
units (the case description). Despite limitations, including the generalizability of research findings 
(the limitations), the research contributes theoretical concepts and propositions (the contributions) 
and addresses identified gaps in the literature (the literature review). 
 
 
The PhD dissertation reports a case study on politics in process innovation. The case study is a spin-
off of a collaborative practice research project at Terma – a high-tech company operating mainly 
within the military industry. In 2005, the company initiated a corporate-wide process innovation 
effort – the Business Process Improvement Project (BPIP). Four business units participated 
(Aerostructures (AES), Airborne Systems (ASY), Integrated Systems (ISY), and Radar Systems 
(RSY)) in the project with the goal of reaching CMMI maturity level 2. Two of the four business 
units were successful in reaching the goal, but in terms of impact, the results did not live up to 
expectations. In one of the business units whose business strategy was well aligned with the goal of 
the BPIP the impact was, contrary to expectations, weak. Conversely, in another business unit 
whose business strategy was ill aligned with the goal of the BPIP the impact was, surprisingly, high. 
In searching for an explanation for this puzzle, my attention was directed to organizational politics. 
In turn, I decided to do a case study on organizational politics in process innovation for the purpose 
of investigating the following question: “How can variations in (digitally enabled) process 
innovation behavior be explained and managed through organizational politics?”.  
 
My research is positioned relative to identified gaps in the process innovation and organizational 
politics literature. A literature review reveals gaps in the general and IS related process innovation 
literature, including a lack of conceptualizations of organizational politics, theoretically grounded 
empirical investigations, and contributions to theory. None of the reviewed articles focus solely on 
politics in accounting for process innovation and implementation success or failure, which 
underscores the need for further research. My research addresses these gaps and the need for further 
research by using the lens of organizational politics to analyze and explain variations in process 
implementation outcomes across organizational units within the same company. The analyses are 
theory driven, based on multiple perspectives on organizational politics, and lead to theoretical 
contributions in the form of concepts and propositions for political management of process 
implementation efforts. 
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In order to study the politics of process implementation at Terma, and to help explain variations in 
the implementation processes and outcomes across business units within the company, I have 
adopted Bradshaw-Camball & Murray’s (1991) trifocal view of organizational politics, a theoretical 
framework comprising four perspectives on organizational politics. The four perspectives (pluralist, 
rationalist, interpretive, and radical) on organizational politics are based on assumptions underlying 
the sociological paradigms described by Burrell & Morgan (1979). The pluralist perspective focuses 
on stakeholders, interests, powerbases, conflicts, and negotiation; the rationalist perspective on 
goals, facts, authority, value judgments, and decision making; the interpretive perspective on 
experiences, symbols, sensemaking, social constructions, and cultures; and the radical perspective 
on ideology, constraints, struggle, oppression, and emancipation. 
 
The research was carried out as a qualitative, explorative, and embedded case study drawing on 
design components that are general in nature and quality criteria for case study research that are 
specific to realism. Qualitative data were collected and analyzed rigorously through various analytic 
techniques. The data sources include documents, interviews, meetings, and process maturity 
assessments. Audio recordings of meetings and interviews were transcribed for data coding and 
analysis purposes. ATLAS.ti (software) was used for qualitative data analysis. The political content 
of the meetings and interviews was identified and coded according to a well-defined coding 
scheme, including a data analysis guide based on the multi-perspective theoretical framework of 
organizational politics. The coding process was iterative, repetitive, and rigorous. Interpretation of 
the coded data was a three-step process of data selection and presentation, within-case analysis, and 
cross-case analysis. 
 
The research focuses on process implementation. The BPIP was a two-phase process innovation 
project in which process definition at the corporate level preceded process implementation at the 
business unit level. In contrast to the process definition phase, each business unit was responsible 
for planning and executing the process implementation phase. Implementation approaches varied 
across the four business units, as did the implementation results. It was these variations that 
triggered my interest in organizational politics, and I, therefore, decided to focus on the process 
implementation phase. Whereas the BPIP spanned a two-year period from January 2005 to 
December 2006, the implementation phase ran from December 2005 to the end of the project. 
 
The implementation of new or updated processes is analyzed from each of the four perspectives on 
organizational politics for each of the four business units participating in the BPIP. The four 
perspectives on the BPIP implementation process and outcome are synthesized into an overall 
explanation for each business unit. In all cases, the four political perspectives contribute, though in 
varying degrees, to an explanation of the implementation processes and outcomes in AES, ASY, 
ISY, and RSY. 
 
In AES, the four perspectives help explain, among other things, the strong impact of the BPIP on 
AES despite a low degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the AES business strategy. In 
terms of alignment, the interpretive perspective helps explain the convergence of BPIP and AES 
interests, and the radical perspective helps explain the support for the CMMI as the chosen 
management tool for solving existing problems. In terms of impact, the rationalist perspective helps 
explain the development of the AES ‘cookbook’ (an implementation guide), and the pluralist 
perspective helps explain the implementation delays. 
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In ASY, the four perspectives help explain, among other things, the weak impact of the BPIP on 
ASY despite a high degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the ASY business strategy. In 
terms of alignment, the pluralist perspective helps explain the lack of convergence of BPIP and 
ASY interests despite the ‘apparent’ alignment between the BPIP goals and the ASY business 
strategy, and the radical perspective helps explain why the CMMI was not perceived to be of 
paramount importance to the business unit despite ASY operating within the military industry. In 
terms of impact, the interpretive and rationalist perspectives help explain the BPIP support and 
actions of some organizational members to further process implementation. The pluralist 
perspective helps explain the slow implementation progress. 
 
In ISY, the four perspectives help explain, among other things, the strong impact of the BPIP on 
ISY in accordance with the high degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the ISY business 
strategy. In terms of alignment, the radical perspective helps explain the convergence of the CMMI 
ideology and practices and ISY interests, and the interpretive perspective helps explain the support 
for the BPIP as a result of the project serving internal organizational interests by fostering a better 
working environment. In terms of impact, the pluralist perspective helps explain the adaptation and 
interpretation of the new processes (implementation approach), and the rationalist perspective helps 
explain the systematic and rational execution of this implementation approach. 
 
In RSY, the four perspectives help explain, among other things, the weak impact of the BPIP on 
RSY in accordance with the low degree of alignment between the BPIP goals and the RSY business 
strategy. In terms of alignment, the pluralist perspective helps explain the divergence of BPIP and 
RSY interests as a result of the misalignment between the BPIP goals and the RSY business 
strategy, and the radical perspective helps explain the lack of interest in the BPIP as a result of RSY 
management’s rejection of the CMMI ideology and practices. In terms of impact, the interpretive 
perspective helps explain why only few changes were introduced to existing practices in RSY 
despite claims of support and participation, and the rationalist perspective helps explain why and 
how selected processes were, nevertheless, put into practice. 
 
Within- and cross-case syntheses show that variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation 
behavior are explained by different patterns of political behavior. Pluralist, rationalist, interpretive, 
and radical politics shape the implementation processes and outcomes, and these four perspectives 
on organizational politics are able to explain the political patterns. The four political perspectives, 
however, vary in explanatory power across the business units and, consequently, contribute in 
varying degrees to explanations of process implementation success and failure. None of the cases 
are explained by a single perspective and none of the perspectives are superior. Multiple 
perspectives are not only necessary but contribute to a richer picture of implementation processes 
and outcomes. Each political perspective offers the primary explanation of the implementation 
process and outcome in one business unit and the secondary explanation in another. 
 
The patterns of political behavior are described as theoretical concepts (by linking initial conditions 
for, behavior during, and impact on process implementation) – the concept of applying-the-hammer, 
walking-the-talk, keeping-up-appearances, and struggling-to-engage. The patterns are theoretical 
concepts in the sense that they are identifiable and should be taken into account when practitioners 
plan and implement process innovations by comparing practice to theory. Moreover, since the 
political patterns encapsulate lessons learned from managing politically charged process innovation 
behavior across business units within the same company, these lessons are formulated as 
propositions to be considered by change agents involved in process innovation. The implications of 
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the patterns for practice are formulated as propositions complementing additional propositions 
about, on the one hand, the usefulness of the four political perspectives under various circumstances 
and, on the other hand, the applicability of different political strategies for managing (types of 
leadership) process innovation (process implementation) efforts. 
 
At a general level, my case study corroborates existing research and extends our state-of-the-art 
knowledge. By relating my research contributions to the gaps in the literature, and by identifying 
the gaps within each perspective on organizational politics, I show that my research accommodates, 
among other things, the need for: (1) studies on rationalist and radical politics and (2) broader 
conceptualizations and further theoretical exploration of organizational politics in all three streams 
of literature (the literature on process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI). At a specific 
level, my research shows not only that cross-paradigm analyses are possible and necessary for 
understanding organizational politics and explaining implementation processes and outcomes but 
also how such analyses may be performed. This is accomplished by answering the question of how 
variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior can be explained and managed through 
organizational politics. 
 
I conclude the PhD dissertation by discussing some of the limitations of the case study and by 
reflecting on various aspects of my industrial PhD project at Terma. Despite the significant 
contributions of my research, some limitations apply. The contributions of my research are limited 
by the bounds of analytic generalization, the lack of time series analysis, the absence of a radical 
humanist perspective on politics, the focus on process implementation at the expense of other 
aspects of process innovation, and the interest in organizational politics to the exclusion of other 
explanatory factors. In reflecting on my industrial PhD project at Terma, I describe how I handled 
the three dilemmas of action research (Rapoport, 1970) and followed the four lessons on 
collaborative practice research (Mathiassen, 2002) in attempting to ensure the rigor and relevance, 
and consequently the quality, of my research. In addition, I reflect, on the one hand, on doing cross-
paradigm research from a critical realist standpoint and, on the other hand, on studying politics 
while being a political agent myself. 
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[100] 447 - BD C-130H SPS 
 

[101] 478 - RDAF F-16 MWS Integration 
 

[102] 483 - CSP 
 

[103] 8084 - AAMS 
 

[104] 8565 - ATD 
 

[105] 8570 - PEWT 
 

[106] 9397 - T-Mission 
 

[107] Info-02 
 

[108] 713 - C-Flex Link Communication System – Rumænien 
 

[109] 725 - CF Support 
 

[110] 738 - CEROS 
 

[111] 739 - FS C4I 
 

[112] 754 - ELMC-2 
 

[113] 755 - SF300 Support 
 

[114] HCP Antenna 
 

[115] SRS DK IF 
 

[116] VST Portugal 
 

[117] ESSM 
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[118] Magasin 
 

[119] VXX Roof 
 

[120] 447 BD C-130H 
 

[121] 8084 AAMS 
 

[122] 725 CF Support 
 

[123] 738 CEROS 
 

[124] 739 FS C4I 
 

[125] 754 EMLC-2 
 

[126] 755 SF300 Support 
 

[127] 50167 - INFO 02 
 

[128] HCP 
 

[129] SRS DK 
 

[130] Portal News 01.05.2006: ATM and ISY organized in one business area 
 

[131] AES (JSF) Presentation, RevA - Company Confidential 
 

[132] Management Plan for Project 9195 CMMI Level 2 AES 
 

[133] Portal News 30.01.2006: Terma Grenaa getting ready for the future 
 

[134] Portal News 08.02.2006: Constructive process in Grenaa 
 

[135] BPIP-status i AES 23-03-2006 
 

[136] BPIP-status i AES 22-06-2006 
 

[137] Portal News 10.07.2006: Implementation of CMMI level 2 great success for projects 
 

[138] Diary entry 3 (unmarked date): Conversation with TSH 
 

[139] Portal News 08.03.2004: Local Presence at Warner Robins 
 

[140] The Defense Security Service, Department of Defense (DoD) 
(https://www.dss.mil/GW/ShowBinary/DSS/index.html) 

 
[141] Terma North America homepage 
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[142] ASY News 01.12.2006: Handlingsplan som opfølgning på ASY Attraktivt Sted tiltaget 
 

[143] ASY News 22.06.2006: ASY Attraktivt Sted 
 

[144] ASY News 23.05.2006: ASY et bedre sted 
 

[145] Internt Notat: Forbedring af arbejdsklimaet i ASY 
 

[146] Management Plan for CMMI Level 2 Implementation in Airborne Systems 
 

[147] BPIP-status i ASY 13-12-2005 
 

[148] BPIP-status i ASY 23-03-2006 
 

[149] BPIP-status i ASY 22-06-2006 
 

[150] Portal News 21.12.2005: Break-through for C3 systems in Romania 
 

[151] Portal News 16.01.2006: Interesting development within Integrated Systems 
 

[152] Portal News 27.01.2006: Changes in three BA organizations 
 

[153] Management Plan for ISY CMMI Level 2 Project 
 

[154] BPIP-status i ISY 07-12-2005 
 

[155] BPIP-status i ISY 03-04-2006 
 

[156] BPIP-status i ISY 20-06-2006 
 

[157] Formålet med pilotprojekterne (fra ugemøde 4) 
 

[158] Portal News 13.03.2006: The SCANTER well under way 
 

[159] Management Plan for Radar Systems CMMI level 2 Project 
 

[160] Kommentarer til RSY management plan for BPIP-implementering 
 

[161] BPIP-status i RSY 15-12-2005 
 

[162] BPIP-status i RSY 23-03-2006 
 

[163] BPIP-status i RSY 23-06-2006 
 

[164] Projektstatusrapport (BPIP) – oktober 2005 
 

[165] Projektstatusrapport (BPIP) – januar 2006 
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[166] BPIP-statusmøde 11-11-2005 – Præsentation 
 

[167] BPIP-statusmøde 09-12-2005 – Præsentation 
 

[168] BPIP-statusmøde 10-02-2006 – Præsentation 
 

[169] BPIP-statusmøde 08-03-2006 – Præsentation 
 

[170] Corporate Services Operational Review Report – March 2006 
 

[171] Operational Review Presentation – March 2006 
 

[172] Corporate Services Operational Review Report – June 2006 
 

[173] Terma A/S Annual Report 2006/07 
 

[174] Kravspecifikation for EBAT (REQ - 317389 - 1 - A) 
 

[175] Udestående opgaver i CMMI niveau 2 projektet – 13-06-2006 
 

[176] VXX Roof_Marts06 
 

[177] Magain_Marts06 
 

[178] ESSM_Marts06 
 

[179] Interview med RJW 11-12-2006 
 

[180] Interview med MC 14-12-2006 
 

[181] Interview med MJ 14-12-2006 
 

[182] Q Report 3rd quarter 2005/06 
 

[183] Q Report 4th quarter 2005/06 
 

[184] Quality Report 2006/07 Q1 
 

[185] Quality Report 2006/07 Q2 
 

[186] Quality Report 2006/07 Q3 
 

[187] Interview med KHA 18-12-2006 
 

[188] Noter fra interview med MLN 12-12-2006 
 

[189] BPIP projektstatusmøde 09.12.2005 
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[190] BPIP statusmøde (dato tbd) 
 

[191] BPIP statusmøde 2 (dato tbd) 
 

[192] BPIP statusmøde 3 (dato tbd - Påske) 
 

[193] Interview med FKC 29-11-2006 
 

[194] Interview med JNM 08-12-2006 
 

[195] Interview med MW 19-12-2006 
 

[196] Interview med PDE 21-12-2006 
 

[197] Interview med PKS 22-12-2006 
 

[198] Interview med SKH 02-01-2007 
 

[199] Interview med SML 29-11-2006 
 

[200] Interview med TNN 20-12-2006 
 

[201] Interview med TOR 11-01-2007 
 

[202] Lydfil fra mødet 'Definition af målinger ud over EBAT' 16.01.2006 
 

[203] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH 2 (eftermiddag - dato tbd) 
 

[204] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH 2 (formiddag - dato tbd) 
 

[205] Møde om niveau 2 projektets fremtid + EBAT med GMH, DIV og TSH (dato tbd) 
 

[206] Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 1 
 

[207] Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 2 
 

[208] PPR for BPIP 11-12-2006 
 

[209] Referat (19. maj) af styregruppemødet i maj 2006 
 

[210] Road show med Maaløe 06-11-2006 
 

[211] TSH's syn på udfordringerne i BPIP over tid - diskussion ifm thesis proposal 
 

[212] Diskussion med TSH om planlægningen af CMMI, niveau 2 udrulningsdelen af BPIP 
(september 2005) (LYDFIL) 
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[213] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH (09-03-2006) 
(LYDFIL) 

 
[214] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH (eftermiddag - dato tbd)  

(LYDFIL) 
 

[215] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH (formiddag - dato tbd)  
(LYDFIL) 

 
[216] Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH (anden del af 09-03-2006) 

(LYDFIL) 
 

[217] Samtale 25.05.2005 med TSH om formøde 20.05.2005 til BPIP-seminar (LYDFIL) 
 

[218] TSH's syn på udfordringerne i BPIP over tid - diskussion ifm thesis proposal (LYDFIL) 
 

[219] BPIP statusmøde (dato tbd) (LYDFIL) 
 

[220] Interview med FKC 29-11-2006 (LYDFIL) 
 

[221] Interview med KME 14-12-2006 (LYDFIL) 
 

[222] Interview med MC 14-12-2006 (LYDFIL) 
 

[223] Interview med MJ 14-12-2006 (LYDFIL) 
 

[224] Interview med TNN 20-12-2006 (LYDFIL) 
 

[225] Portal News 29.08.2006: Lead-free soldering in the Manufacturing pipeline 
 

[226] CMMI level 3 project presentation 
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Terms and Abbreviations 
A:       Area of concern 
AES:     Aerostructures 
ASY:     Airborne Systems 
ATM:     Air Traffic Management 
BPIP:     Business Process Improvement Project 
BPIPG:    Business Process Improvement Project Group 
BPM:     Business Process Management 
BPR:     Business Process Reengineering 
BU:      Business Unit 
CEO:      Chief Executive Officer 
CM:      Configuration Management 
CMM:     Capability Maturity Model 
CMMI:    Capability Maturity Model Integration 
COTS:    Commercial off-the-shelf 
CSSR:     Cost Status and Schedule Report 
CTO:     Chief Technical Officer 
DOORS:   Family of solutions for requirements definition and requirements management 
EBAT:    Electronic Based Assessment Tool 
ERP:      Enterprise Resource Planning 
ESA:     European Space Agency 
F:       Framework of ideas 
HR:      Human Resources 
IFS:      Industrial and Financial Systems (ERP system) 
JSF:      Joint Strike Fighter 
IPPD:     Integrated Product and Process Development 
IS:       Information Systems 
IT:       Information Technology 
JIRA:     An issue tracker and project management tool 
ISY:      Integrated Systems 
M:       Methodology 
MA:      Measurement and Analysis 
OD:      Organizational Development 
PAT:     Process Area Team 
PM:      Project Manager 
PMC:     Project Monitoring and Control 
PP:       Project Planning 
PPQA:    Process and Product Quality Assurance 
RD&E:    Research, Development & Engineering 
REQM:    Requirements Management 
RoHS:     Reduction of Hazardous Substances 
RSKM:    Risk Management 
RSY:     Radar Systems 
SAM:     Supplier Agreement Management 
SCAMPI:   Standard CMMI Appraisal Method for Process Improvement 
SCANTER:  SCANner TERma (radar product lines) 
SEI:      Software Engineering Institute 

 252



SEPG:     Software Engineering Process Group 
SPD:      Space Division 
SPI:      Software Process Improvement 
SPICE:    Software Process Improvement and Capability dEtermination 
SW:      Software 
TMS:     Terma Management System 
TQM:     Total Quality Management 
TS:      Technical Solutions 
TSS:      Technical Support Services 
VP:      Vice President 
WBS:     Work Breakdown Structure 
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Appendix A: Case Study Protocol 
Summary of Case Study Protocol Following Yin (2003) 
 
A Introduction to the case study and purpose of protocol 

A1 Case study questions, hypotheses, and propositions 

Research question: How can variations in (digitally enabled) process innovation behavior be explained and managed through organizational politics? 

A2 Theoretical framework for the case study  

Bradshaw-Camball & Murray’s (1991) Trifocal View of Organizational Politics 

A3 Role of protocol in guiding the case study investigator  

Agenda for the line of inquiry and basis for data collection 

B Data collection procedures 

B1 Names of sites to be visited, including contact persons  

Terma – the CEO, the corporate BPIP manager, the CTO, and four corporate SPI agents 

BU#1 – the senior VP, the BU implementation manager, and 3 project managers 

BU#2 – the senior VP, the BU implementation manager, 1 SPI agent, and 2 project managers 

BU#3 – the senior VP, the BU implementation manager, 1 roll-out & training manager, and 4 project managers 

BU#4 – the senior VP, the BU implementation manager, and 2 project managers 

B2 Data collection plan 

Acquiring written material such as status reports, minutes of meetings, planning documents, implementation status accounts, and process maturity 
assessment reports 

Attending project (BPIP) related meetings (project status meetings, management support team meetings, day-to-day management meetings, and a 
post-project review meeting) 

Reviewing material from archives such as annual reports, e-mails, sales material, internal news bulletins, organizational policies, the company 
website, and organizational charts 

Conducting qualitative interviews during winter 2006/07 

- The amount of time per interview: 1 hour 
- The number of interviews: 20 interviews – 4-6 interviews per BU 

Observing and participating in work at the company 

B3 Expected preparation prior to site visits 

Identifying specific documentation, such as planning documents and implementation status accounts, to be reviewed 

C Outline of case study report 

C1 A within-case analysis of the course and outcome of process implementation from four perspectives on organizational politics followed by a unit-
level synthesis of the political perspectives for each BU 

C2 A cross-case analysis of patterns of process politics across the company 

D Case study questions 

D1 How can the framework of Bradshaw-Camball & Murray be used to analyze and help explain the BPIP implementation process and outcome in 
each of the business units at Terma? 

Identify the background and motives for political behavior 
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What political strategies are employed by different stakeholders? 

What are the means of political influence? 

How does organizational politics influence the BPIP implementation processes and outcomes? 

How does political behavior manifest itself at different organizational levels (e.g. project, BU, and corporate)? 

What determines the outcome of ‘political games’ (i.e. the impact on the BPIP implementation processes and outcomes)? 

Identify political behavior throughout the BPIP implementation, pointing out the multi-faceted nature (multiple perspectives) of political behavior 
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Appendix B.1: Interview Guide (the CEO) 
 

 Hvilken sammenhæng er der mellem BPIP og Termas strategi? 
(What is the link between the BPIP and Terma’s strategy?) 

 
 Hvori består den forretningsmæssige værdi af BPIP for Terma? 

(What is the business value of the BPIP to Terma?) 
 

o Er værdien den samme for alle forretningsområder? 
(Is the value the same for all business units?) 

 
 Hvordan vil du evaluere det hidtidige projektforløb? 

(How would you evaluate the project process so far?) 
 

o Er der noget, der har overrasket dig i relation til forløbet? 
(Is there anything that has taken you by surprise during the project?) 

 
o Er dine forventninger blevet indfriet? Hvorfor? Hvorfor ikke? 

(Have your expectations been fulfilled? Why? Why not?) 
 

o Hvad ser du som den store udfordring i forhold til at sikre, at alle virksomhedens ansatte 
‘danser efter samme taktstok’? 

(What do you see as the main challenge in ensuring that all employees pull in the same 
direction?) 

 
• Er udfordringen den samme i alle forretningsområder? 

(Is this challenge the same across all business units?) 
 

 Hvilke forventninger har du til næste fase af BPIP? 
(What are your expectations for the next BPIP phase?) 

 
o Hvad ser du som den største udfordring for projektets fremtid? 

(What do you see as the main challenge to the future of the BPIP?) 
 

• Hvad er ‘nøglen’ til at tackle den udfordring? 
(What is the key to handling this challenge?) 

 
 I hvilken udstrækning er alle forretningsområders aktive deltagelse i projektet nødvendig? 

(To what extent is the active participation of all business units necessary?) 
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Appendix B.2: Interview Guide (the Senior VPs) 
 

 Hvilken betydning har BPIP for jeres forretningsområde? 
(What is the significance of the BPIP to your business unit?) 

 
o BPIP baserer sig som bekendt på CMMI. Hvilken forretningsmæssig værdi har CMMI 

for jer? Hvad kan I bruge CMMI til? 
(The BPIP is based on the CMMI. What is the business value of the CMMI for you? For 
what can you use the CMMI?) 

 
 Hvis vi skal prøve at evaluere implementeringsforløbet i jeres forretningsområde, hvad har 

så været godt og skidt? 
(Evaluating the implementation process in your business unit, what are the good and bad 
points?) 

 
o Hvorfor? Hvad er årsagen? 

(Why? What is the reason?) 
 

o Hvad har været den største udfordring i jeres organisation? 
(What has been the greatest challenge facing your organization?) 

 
o I hvilken udstrækning oplever du, at støtten / supporten fra BPIP / corporate har været 

tilstrækkelig? 
(To what extent has the support from the corporate level been adequate?) 

 
 Hvilke andre udfordringer, har I stået over for i samme periode, som har konkurreret om 

jeres opmærksomhed? 
(What concurrent challenges have you been confronted with that have competed for your 
attention?) 

 
 I hvilken udstrækning oplever du, at I har haft mulighed for at sætte jeres fingeraftryk eller 

præg på BPIP? 
(To what extent have you been able to influence the BPIP?) 

 
 Hvilke forventninger har du til næste fase af BPIP? 

(What are your expectations of the next BPIP phase?) 
 

 Både TMS og CMMI indebærer en vis grad af standardisering af arbejdsprocesserne på 
Terma. I hvilket omfang vurderer du, at det er muligt at standardisere arbejdsprocesser på 
tværs af forretningsområder? 
(Both the TMS and the CMMI imply a degree of process standardization across Terma. To 
what extent can the processes at Terma be standardized?) 

 
o Er der områder, hvor standardisering ikke er ønskværdig? 

(Are there areas in which standardization is not desirable?) 
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Appendix B.3: Interview Guide (the Project Managers) 
 
Proces (Process) 
 

 Hvordan vurderer du det hidtidige implementeringsforløb i jeres forretningsområde? 
(How would you evaluate the implementation process in your business unit so far?) 

 
o Hvad skete hvornår? 

(What happened when?) 
 

 I hvilken udstrækning føler du, at du har haft indflydelse på implementeringforløbet i dit 
projekt (tempo, procesområder, undtagelser)? 
(To what extent have you influenced the implementation in your project (pace, process areas, 
exceptions)?) 

 
o Hvem har (ellers) haft indflydelse på forløbet? 

(Who (else) has influenced the process?) 
 

o I hvilken udstrækning føler du et ejerskab for de nye processer? 
(To what extent do you feel ownership of the new processes?) 

 
 Hvordan kan fremtidige procesforbedringsforløb forbedres set med dine øjne? 

(How can future improvement processes be enhanced?) 
 
Indhold (Content) 
 

 Skaber de nye processer værdi for projektet? 
(Do the new processes create project value?) 

 
o Hvordan? Hvorfor ikke? 

(How? Why not?) 
 

 Hvordan har de nye processer påvirket din måde at arbejde på? 
(How have the new processes affected your way of working?) 

 
 I hvilken udstrækning opfatter du processerne som fleksible? 

(To what extent are the processes flexible?) 
 

o Kan de tilpasses dine / jeres behov? 
(Can they be adapted to your needs?) 
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Appendix C: Researcher-Client Agreement 
Below is an exact copy of the application submitted to the The Industrial PhD Program in February 
2005. The application describes the agreement between Terma and I regarding the industrial PhD 
project. 
 

Ansøgningsskema  
til  

ErhvervsPhD-uddannelsen 
 

(Version af 01. januar 2005 ) 

Terma A/S Virksomhed: 

Virksomhedsvejleders 
navn: 

Dan Ulrich                                                                                      Per Morten Borggaard

Telefon: dau@terma.com / 
pmb@terma.com  

E-mail 87 43 62 05 / 87 43 62 96 

ErhvervsPhD.-
kandidatens navn: 

Sune Dueholm Müller 

Telefon 61 77 61 76 E-mail sdm@webspeed.dk 

Universitet Handelshøjskolen i Århus, Institut for Marketing, Informatik og Statistik 

Universitetsvejleders navn Pernille Kræmmergaard Jensen                                                                      Jette Lundin

Telefon 89 48 63 87 / 89 48 62 52 E-mail pkj@asb.dk / jelu@asb.dk  

Fakultet (sæt kryds): Tek  (   )    Jord/Vet (    )    Sund (     )    Nat (    )   Samf  (    )     Merk ( x )     Hum (   ) 

Evt. tilskudsberettigede 
tredjepart 

Handelshøjskolen i København, Institut for Informatik 

Tredjepartsvejleders navn Jacob Nørbjerg 

Telefon 38 15 24 78 E-mail jacob@cbs.dk  

Projekttitel  

Fortrolighed i forhold til 

Projektbeskrivelsen 

 

Fortrolighed i forhold til 
projekttitel (sæt kryds) 

 
Ja   (     )            Nej  (  x  ) 
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1. Startdato 
Startdato for ErhvervsPhD-
uddannelsen 

Forventet startdato: 1. april 2005 

Har projektet tidligere været forelagt  
til behandling 

Ja:        Dato:                                                        Nej: x 

 

2. Kandidaten 

Fulde navn Sune Dueholm Müller 

CPR-nr. 09 01 75 – xx xx 

Privatadresse Brobjerg Parkvej 59 st. th. 

Postnummer/by 8250 Egå 

Kandidattitel  Cand.it 

Uddannelsesinstitution(er) og 
fakultet(er) 

Handelshøjskolen i Århus 

Kandidatår  2003 
 Karaktergennemsnit – total Et vægtet gennemsnit for bachelordelen (BA) x,x 
Et vægtet gennemsnit for kandidatdelen (MA) ekskl. speciale x,x 
Et samlet vægtet gennemsnit for hele uddannelsen (BA+MA) opgøres x,x 
 
I alt er 12 fag på bachelor- og kandidatniveau bestået uden karakterer. 
 
Såfremt karaktererne på bachelorniveau indgår i vurderingen af 
ansøgningen, se da venligst Bilag 1, Del H 
 

Karakter – eksamensprojekt/speciale xx 

Bilag 1 vedlagt 
 

3. Virksomheden 

Virksomhed Terma A/S 

Adresse Hovmarken 4 

Postnummer/by  8520 Lystrup 

Firma telefonnr. 87 43 60 00 

Website http://www.terma.com  

Virksomhedens CVR-nr. 41 88 18 28 

3100 4620183067 Reg. og bankkontonummer 
Virksomhedens størrelse, antal 
ansatte (sæt kryds) Over 250 x              mellem 50 og 250               under 50  

Virksomhedsbranche Elektronik, it 
Har virksomheden tidligere deltaget 
i en erhvervsforsker- eller Ja: x     
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ErhvervPhD-uddannelse? Nej:  

Bilag 2 vedlagt 

3.a. Virksomhedsvejledere 

Titel og navn på vejleder(e) ErhvervsPhD, Dan Ulrich                                             Senior Vice President,

Per Morten Borggaard

Afdeling Aerospace & Defence, Sales & Business Development 

Bilag 3 vedlagt 
 

4. Universitetet 

Navn, fakultet og institut Handelshøjskolen i Århus, Det Erhvervsøkonomiske Fakultet, Institut for 
Marketing, Informatik og Statistik 

Adresse Fuglesangs Allé 4 

Postnummer/by 8210 Århus V 

Instituttets hovedtelefonnummer 89 48 66 88 
Har instituttet tidligere deltaget i en 
ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse? Ja:                                                                  Nej: x 

Bilag 4 vedlagt 

4.a. Universitetsvejleder (e) 

Titel og navn på vejleder(e)  Lektor, Ph.d., Pernille Kræmmergaard Jensen                Lektor, Jette Lundin

Er vejlederen fra instituttet 
økonomisk involveret i 
virksomheden? 

Ja:                                                                  Nej: x 

Bilag 5 vedlagt 
 

5. Offentlig forskningsinstitution der deltager som tredjepartsvejleder (mindst 80-100 vejledningstimer) 

Navn på offentlig tredjepart  Handelshøjskolen i København, Det erhvervsøkonomiske Fakultet, Institut 
for Informatik 
Njalsgade 80, Trappe 18, 3.sal Adresse 

Postnummer/by 2300 København S 

Hovedtelefonnr. 38 15 24 00 
http://www.cbs.dk/forskning_viden/fakulteter_institutter_centre/institutter/o
ekonomi/inf  Evt. www adresse 
19596915 Virksomhedens CVR-nr. 
3100 4620183067 Reg. og bankkontonummer 

Har tredjepart tidligere deltaget i  

en ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse? 

 
Ja: x                                                            Nej: 

Bilag 6 vedlagt 
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5.a. Tredjepartsvejleder(e) fra en offentlig forskningsinstitution 

Copenhagen Business School Vejleder fra tredjepart 

Titel og navn  Lektor Jacob Nørbjerg, Ph.d. 

Afdeling Institut for Informatik 
Bilag 7 vedlagt 
 

6. Andre tredjepartsvejleder (offentlige institutioner eller private virksomheder) 

Navn på tredjepart 
institution/virksomhed 

 

Adresse  

Postnummer/by  

Hovedtelefonnr.  
 Evt. www adresse 

Har tredjepart tidligere deltaget i  

en ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse? 

 
Ja:                                                              Nej: 

 

 

6.a. Tredjepartsvejleder(e) (offentlig institutioner eller private virksomheder) 

 Vejleder fra tredjepart 

Titel og navn   

Afdeling  

 
 

7. Budget 
I. Lønomkostninger 

 

 

kr. 904987,44 (36 x kr. 25.138,54) 

 

Lønnen er overenskomstreguleret. 
 

II.(a) Forventede udgifter til 

konferencer, erhvervsrettede 

 

kr. 191.752 
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kurser og rejseudgifter i 

forbindelse med konferencer og 

kurser: 

Beløbet er beregnet således: 
- Kursuspriser er indhentet hos udbyderne hvor muligt 
- Kurser er prisfastsat til kr. 1.000 pr. ECTS-point, hvor prisen ikke 

har kunnet fastslås 
- Prisen for deltagelse i konferencer er estimeret til kr. 10.000 
- Forventede rejseudgifter/transportomkostninger er lagt til det 

samlede beløb 
- Til prisen for konferencer og kurser i udlandet er lagt kr. 1.000 for 

hotelovernatning og kr. 500 til forplejning pr. dag 
 

 

 

Punkt III(a) udfyldes kun for en ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse ved danske universiteter 

III.(a) Forventede udgifter til 

længerevarende studieophold 

uden for Danmark i mere end 2 

måneder 

 

kr. 126.382 

 

Beløbet er beregnet som de forventede transportomkostninger (kr. 25.132) + 
75% af virksomhedens normaltakst for overnatning (kr. 1.000) og 
forplejning (kr. 500) ved kortere udlandsophold, dvs. 75% af (kr. 1.500 x 30 
dage x 3 mdr.) = kr. 101,250 
 

Punkt II(b) og III(b) udfyldes kun for ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse ved udenlandske universiteter 

II(b) Forventede udgifter til 

kandidatens rejser mellem 

virksomhed og det udenlandske 

universitet: 

 

III.(b) Forventede udgifter til 

kandidatens ophold i udlandet i 

forbindelse med opholdet på det 

udenlandske universitet 
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Punkt IV og V udfyldes af alle 

IV. Estimerede overheads (skal 

altid udfyldes)  

 

A. Udstyr/forskning: kr. 40.000 

 

Beløbet er beregnet som forventet udgift til it-udstyr. 
 

B. Administration og kontorhold: kr. 135.000 

 

Beløbet er beregnet som 15 pct. af lønomkostningerne. 

 

C. Lønudgifter til virksomhedsvejleder,  

angiv antal nettotimer/ intern løn: 5 timer pr. md. a kr. 4.500 = kr. 

162.000 

 

D. I alt (overføres til punkt V): kr. 337.000 

 

V. Virksomhedens samlede 

anslåede budget for 

ErhvervsPhD-uddannelsen 

 

kr. 1.560.061,44 
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8.Financinering 

Finansiering fra anden side til 

ErhvervsPhD-uddannelsen 

(Skal besvares) 

NEJ 

 
9. Bilagsliste 
 

Bilag 1     JA CV og eksamensbevis m.v. for kandidaten 

Bilag 2     JA Nøgleoplysninger om virksomheden

Bilag 3     JA CV m.v. for virksomhedsvejleder 

Bilag 4     JA Nøgleoplysninger om instituttet 

Bilag 5     JA CV m.v. for universitetsvejleder, inkl. publikationsliste for de sidste 4 år 

Bilag 6     JA Nøgleoplysninger om offentlig forskningsinstitution, der deltager som 
tilskudsberettiget tredjepart 

Bilag 7     JA CV m.v. for tredjepartsvejleder fra offentlig forskningsinstitution, inkl. evt. 
publikationsliste for de sidste 4 år 

Bilag 8     NEJ Kort beskrivelse af institutioner og virksomheder, der deltager som ikke-
tilskudsberettigede tredjeparter 

Bilag 9     NEJ Kort CV eller lignende for andre tredjepartsvejledere 

Bilag 10   NEJ Virksomhedens estimerede overheads 
Bilag 11   NEJ Finansiering fra anden side til den ansøgte ErhvervsPhD-uddannelse. 
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Underskrifter og Dato 
 
Ansøgningen skal underskrives af de ansøgende parter, dvs. kandidat, vejleder fra virksomheden, vejleder fra 
institut, institutbestyrer samt evt. vejleder fra tilskudsberettigede tredjepart og evt. andre tredjeparter. 
 
Er vejleder i virksomheden og hos tredjepart ikke underskriftsberettigede, skal også en underskriftsberettiget person 
hos virksomheden og tredjepart underskrive. 
 
Ved underskriften tiltræder de implicerede parter, at de nødvendige faglige ressource- og finansieringsmæssige 
forhold er til stede, samt at ansøgningen videresendes til faglig vurdering i Erhvervsforskerudvalget, jf. VTU’s 
bevillingsprocedure for ErhvervsPhD-uddannelsen. 
 
Ved underskriften erklærer de implicerede parter sig bekendt med gældende Vejledning for ErhvervsPhD-
uddannelsen. 
 

SUNE DUEHOLM MÜLLER Kandidat: 

Underskrift 

DAN ULRICH Vejleder, virksomhed 

Underskrift 

BRUNO STENTOFT / PER MORTEN BORGGAARD Økonomiansvarlige i virksomheden 

Underskrift 

PERNILLE KRÆMMERGAARD JENSEN Vejleder, institut 

Underskrift 

JENS OTTO SØRENSEN Institutbestyrer 

Underskrift 

JENS OTTO SØRENSEN Ph.d. økonomiansvarlig på instituttet 

Underskrift 

JACOB NØRBJERG Vejleder, tilskudsberettigede 
tredjepart Underskrift 

KIRSTEN FLAGSTAD Underskriftsberettiget hos 
tilskudsberettigede tredjepart Underskrift 

PEDER RASMUSSEN Økonomiansvarlige hos 
tilskudsberettigede tredjepart Underskrift 

Blokbogstaver Vejleder(er), anden tredjepart(er) 

Underskrift 

Blokbogstaver Evt. underskriftsberettiget hos anden 
tredjepart, hvis forskellig fra anden 
tredjeparts vejleder 

 

Underskrift 
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Ansøgningen sendes elektronisk til kni@vtu.dk, Mrk. ErhvervsPhD. Samtidig sende ansøgningen i 3 
eksemplarer (1 uhæftet og 2 hæftet) til Ministeriet for Videnskab, Teknologi og Udvikling, Bredgade 43, 
1260 København K, Mrk. ErhvervsPhD, hvor den skal være senest klokken 12.00 på dagen for den 
pågældende ansøgningsfrist. 
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Projektbeskrivelse 
for 

ErhvervsPhD 
 

Fakta 
Kandidatnavn Sune Dueholm Müller 
Virksomhed Terma A/S 
Universitet Handelshøjskolen i Århus 
Tilskudsberettigede 
offentlig tredjepart: 
 

Handelshøjskolen i København 

 
 

A. State of the art 
• State of the art for ErhvervsPhD-projektet 

SPI128 - eller Software Process Improvement - er en fagdisciplin, som tiltrækker sig stigende interesse 
herhjemme. Imidlertid er meningerne, om hvordan arbejdsprocesforbedringer kan og bør realiseres i såvel 
danske som udenlandske virksomheder, delte. Konsekvensen af manglen på konsensus, om hvordan SPI 
bedst praktiseres, har været etableringen af mindst to forskellige traditioner med vægt på henholdsvis en 
model- versus en situations- eller kontekstbaseret tilgang.129 Dansk forskning, som udspringer af bl.a. skepsis 
overfor amerikanske anbefalinger (se f.eks. Aaen, 2003), der baserer sig på erfaringer fra store og i nogle 
sammenhænge bureaukratiske organisationer, har søgt at bygge bro mellem danske virksomheders behov og 
udenlandske procesforbedringsmodeller (de danske erfaringer er dokumenteret i bl.a. Mathiassen et al., 2002 
samt DELTA, 1998). Blandt de danske forskningsresultater er: 

- En ramme (framework) for valg af strategi til evaluering/assessment af eksisterende 
systemudviklingspraksisser (Nielsen et al., 2002). For en sammenligning af forskellige normative 
SPI-modeller, se desuden Pries-Heje et al., 2003.130 

- En model (”MAP”) til evaluering af eksisterende SPI-initiativer med henblik på at identificere 
styrker, svagheder og muligheder for forbedring (Aaen et al., 2002). 

- Analyser af den organisatoriske kontekst for SPI som et supplement til brugen af modeller som f.eks. 
CMM(I) (Nielsen et al., 2001). 

- En udbygning af CMM med vægt på knowledge management (Baskerville et al., 1998). 
- Forståelse af videndeling og videnskabelsesprocesser i systemudviklingsvirksomheder (Arent, 

2000). 
- Forståelse af hvordan forandringsagenters bevidste valg af perspektiv på SPI implicerer brugen af 

bestemte metoder og teknikker (Kautz et al., 2001; Kautz et al., 2004; 2002). 
                                                 
128 SPI er en samlebetegnelse for forskellige bestræbelser på systematiske og fortløbende forbedringer af en 
systemudviklingsvirksomheds evne til at producere og levere kvalitetssoftware og -hardware indenfor nogle tids- og budgetmæssige 
rammebetingelser (Arent et al., 2000). 
129 Modelbaseret SPI indkapsler forestillingen om, at systemudviklingsprocesser kan modelleres på baggrund af prædefinerede mål 
og krav. Følgende modeller er blandt de mest fremtrædende indenfor denne tradition: Bootstrap (Kuvaja et al., 1994), ISO/IEC 
15504 (SPICE - Software Process Improvement and Capability dEtermination) (El Emam et al., 1998), ISO 9001 & 9000-3 og 
CMM(I) (Humphrey, 1989; Paulk et al., 1993). Danske bidrag til denne forskningstradition inkluderer Andersen et al., 2002 samt 
Arent et al., 1996. 
Et eksempel på en dansk situations- eller kontekstbaseret tilgang til SPI er Problemdiagnosemetoden (Iversen et al., 2002; 1999). 
130 For en tilsvarende amerikansk undersøgelse, se Saiedian et al., 1999. 
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En sammenfattende karakteristik af forskningen er, at hvor eksisterende forskning kan bidrage med indsigt i, 
hvornår en given assessment strategi er brugbar, mangler vi i dag viden om, hvordan en virksomhed kan 
forbedre sine praksisser, når en procesevaluering har påpeget en række uligevægte. Hvornår en virksomhed 
kan og bør forbedre sine systemudviklingsprocesser er veldokumenteret, men ikke hvordan. Selv om 
litteraturen rummer forskellige bud på succesfaktorer for SPI (se f.eks. Tryde et al., 2002; Jakoben et al., 
2003)131, skelnes der ikke mellem ulige forudsætninger for procesforbedringer afhængig af virksomhedens 
beskaffenhed (opbygning, ledelse, kultur etc.). Konsekvensen er, at vores viden om, hvorfor nogle SPI-tiltag 
fejler, mens andre lykkes, er mangelfuld. 
 
ErhvervsPhD-projektet bidrager imidlertid netop til et svar på hvordan systemudviklingsprocesser kan 
forbedres ved - gennem praktisk erfaring fra arbejdet med SPI i Terma - at undersøge, begrænsninger og 
muligheder i forhold til at standardisere måden at arbejde på. 
 

• Tekst til VTU’s hjemmeside 
ErhvervsPhD-projektet fokuserer på standardisering af systemudviklingspraksisser som et middel til 
procesforbedringer i Danmark. Projektets bagvedliggende antagelse er, at det må være muligt at sondre 
mellem faktorer, der påvirker SPI-forløb, afhængig af organisationstype (virksomhedskonfiguration). I 
forlængelse heraf er tanken, at måden, hvorpå virksomheden er ”skruet sammen” (konfigureret), har 
betydning for, i hvilken udstrækning en standardisering af interne arbejdsprocesser (i ErhvervsPhD-projektet 
eksemplificeret ved brugen af CMMI) kan bruges som instrument i dens bestræbelser på at forbedre sine 
systemudviklingprocesser. Hensigten med projektet er således at undersøge, hvorvidt empirien understøtter 
antagelsen om, at en række virksomhedsspecifikke parametre influerer positivt eller negativt på CMMI-
baserede procesforbedringer, og i bekræftende fald at forstå hvordan. 
 
 

B. Projektets ide og målsætning (Besvarelse bør max fylde 1 side) 
• Videnskabeligt 

Som det fremgår af afsnittet ”State of the art”, er den eksisterende viden om, hvordan 
systemudviklingsprocesser evalueres, veldokumenteret. En forudsætning for at ændre praksis, hvor 
assessments indikerer potentielle problemer og mangler, er imidlertid en nuanceret forståelse af hvordan 
eksisterende arbejdsgange kan – og ikke kan – forbedres. Og en besvarelse af problemformuleringen 
afdækker begrænsningerne og mulighederne i en standardisering af systemudviklingsprocesserne som et 
middel til at nå målet, som er procesforbedringer. Projektet bidrager dermed til forskningen i SPI i Danmark 
ved at analysere virksomhedskonfigurationens (sammensætning af forskellige parametre i virksomheden) 
betydning for udfaldet af et SPI-forløb, og det normative bidrag tænkes at være en kontingensteori (inspireret 
af Burton et al., 2004) om sammenhængen mellem standardisering og rammebetingelserne for 
procesforbedringer. 
 
På et mere abstrakt plan bidrager projektet også til en række forskningstraditioner, som SPI overlapper og 
bygger på, herunder diffusion of innovation, technology transfer, organisationsudvikling, forandringsledelse, 
projektledelse, knowledge management samt ikke mindst systemudvikling. 
 
Projektet er også et debatindlæg i en akademisk diskussion om SPI-modellers anvendelighed, hvor fortalere 
og modstandere enten proklamere deres generelle u- eller anvendelighed. Forhåbentlig kan projektet bidrage 
til en nuancering af denne diskussion ved at påpege standardiseringens anvendelses-/gyldighedsområde. 
 
 
 

                                                 
131 For et indblik i virksomhedsledelsens handlingsmuligheder og indflydelse på succes med SPI, se Aaen et al., 1999. 
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• Udviklingsmæssigt 
De danske erfaringer med brugen af CMM(I) er sparsomme og ikke veldokumenterede, hvorfor det bør 
undersøges, hvornår - dvs. under hvilke forudsætninger - den standardisering eller formalisering af 
virksomhedens arbejdsprocesser, som CMMI o.a. implicerer, er en fornuftig forretningsmæssig strategi, 
inden danske systemudviklingsvirksomheder ukritisk forsøger at efterleve kravene i sådanne modeller. Dette 
ErhvervsPhD-projekt søger netop at bidrage til et svar på dette spørgsmål. Udbyttet for såvel Terma som 
danske systemudviklingsvirksomheder i almindelighed er et bud på, hvornår procesforbedringer kan opnås 
gennem standardisering. Desuden forventes projektet at udmønte sig i en række handlingsanvisninger, som 
eksemplificerer, hvordan standardprocesser kan indarbejdes i praksis. Dermed forudses et stort udbytte for 
alle de virksomheder, som overvejer at støtte sig til og binde deres forretningsprocesser op på internationale 
standarder, som f.eks. CMMI, men som i dag for det første er usikre på, om det er en sund forretningsmæssig 
strategi, og for det andet enten ikke ved eller er i tvivl om, hvordan forandringsprocessen skal håndteres. 
Projektet kan hjælpe til en forståelse af, hvordan en virksomhed leder forbedringen af sine 
systemudviklingsprocesser. 

• Kommercielle succesmål 
Problemformuleringen lægger op til en evaluering af de foretagne procesforbedringer. For at kunne 
konkludere på, i hvilke situationer standardiseringer af systemudviklingsprocesser - som eksemplificeret ved 
CMMI-baseret SPI/BPI - er det nødvendigt at have et mål for effekten og nytteværdien af både de små 
justeringer og mere radikale ændringer af praksis i Terma. Dvs. et mål for ikke alene graden af succes med at 
ændre og fastholde ændringen af eksisterende arbejdsprocesser, men også et mål for det kort- og langsigtede 
forretningsmæssige udbytte (eksempelvis ROI), er påkrævet. Måling af fremdrift og økonomiske 
konsekvenser er desuden en forudsætning for at fastholde såvel ledelsesmæssig opbakning som 
medarbejdernes engagement og interesse. Derfor er ét af delmålene med dette ErhvervsPhD-projekt at 
opstille en effektvurderingsmodel, som sammenholder en række økonomiske nøglefaktorer og nogle 
procesindikatorer. Herved opnås et longitudinalt billede af eksempelvis projekters rentabilitet. 
 
 

C. Projektbeskrivelse (Besvarelse max 3-4 sider) 

• Projektbeskrivelse 
Teoretisk problemformulering 
Problemformuleringen for ErhvervsPhD-projektet er: 
 

Under hvilke organisatoriske rammebetingelser og forretningsmæssige forudsætninger kan danske 
systemudviklingsvirksomheder bruge standardisering af arbejdsprocesser som et middel til at opnå 
arbejdsprocesforbedringer? 

 
Problemformuleringen knytter an til en række grundlæggende spørgsmål indenfor systemudvikling, som 
f.eks. (1) hvad er en standardproces?, og (2) hvad vil det sige at standardisere?, samt (3) hvornår kan og bør 
systemudviklingsprocesser standardiseres? Fokus retter sig dermed mod, hvilke faktorer der påvirker et SPI-
forløb132 og udfaldet heraf. 
 
I forsøget på at besvare problemformuleringen vil CMMI133 blive inddraget som prototypisk standard 
indenfor ledelse af sw-udvikling. Spørgsmålet bliver dermed, hvilke udfordringer brugen af CMMI skaber i 

                                                 
132 SPI er en samlebetegnelse for forskellige bestræbelser på systematiske og fortløbende forbedringer af en 
systemudviklingsvirksomheds evne til at producere og levere kvalitetssoftware og -hardware indenfor nogle tids- og budgetmæssige 
rammebetingelser (Arent et al., 2000). 
133 CMMI er en standard, som definerer en række egenskaber ved mere eller mindre modne systemudviklingsvirksomheder (CMMI 
består af fem såkaldte modenhedsniveauer), herunder hvilke praksisser der karakteriserer organisationer på et givent udviklingstrin 
(SEI, 2002). Modellens detaljeringsgrad medfører, at den foruden benchmarking bruges som model for, hvordan eksisterende 
arbejdsprocesser kan forbedres. 
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en dansk kontekst. Kan en amerikansk de facto standard overføres til og appliceres på danske forhold? 
CMMI er et interessant undersøgelsesobjekt, fordi brugen af modellen indebærer en standardisering af 
arbejdsprocesser, men kan best practice, der baserer sig på softwareindustrielle erfaringer fra hovedsageligt 
USA, anvendes som handlingsanvisninger i Danmark? Spørgsmålet er, hvilke karakteristika ved en given 
organisation og rammebetingelser for dens procesforbedringsarbejde der er afgørende for modellens 
brugbarhed eller ej. Disse og andre spørgsmål søger ErhvervsPhD-projektet at indkredse og bidrage til et 
svar på. 
 
Projektet i Terma 
Terma har søsat et ambitiøst organisationsudviklende internt projekt - Business Process Improvement Project 
(BPIP), som har til hensigt ”at optimere og strømline de interne processer indenfor ’supply chain’ ” (Jens 
Maaløe). Formålet er at sikre, at kundernes forventninger og behov indfries på en både rentabel og effektiv 
måde for forretningen Terma. Alle delprocesser i Termas salg af produkter og serviceydelser - dvs. fra 
kundekontakt, over modtagelse af en ordre og efterfølgende projektgennemførelse, til levering, fakturering 
og modtagelse af betaling - skal bidrage til realiseringen af dette mål. Alting skal gøres ”rigtigt” første gang 
for derved at reducere omfanget af rework og tilbageløb. Forudsætningen for succes er, at kommunikationen 
mellem de forskellige afdelinger i Terma og arbejdsprocesserne i virksomheden understøtter forretningen 
bedst muligt. Derfor skal virksomhedens gældende retningslinjer for arbejdets udførelse - i form af 
politikker, procedurer og arbejdsinstruktioner - evalueres, forbedres, standardiseres (om muligt), 
dokumenteres og først og fremmest efterleves. 
 
Ledelsen i Terma har besluttet at lade de anbefalinger, der udspringer af mange års erfaringer med best 
practice indenfor ledelse af software-/systemudvikling, og som er indeholdt i den amerikansk udviklede 
CMMI-model, være styrende for forbedringer af virksomhedens arbejdsprocesser. Målet er i løbet af 1-2 år 
at sikre, at virksomhedens systemudviklingspraksis er i overensstemmelse med anbefalingerne i CMMI, 
niveau 2 og 3 (indenfor udvalgte procesområder). 
 
Nedenstående figur illustrerer organiseringen af projektet. 
 

Figur 1: BPIP Project Organization 
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Et pilotprojekt (nederst venstre hjørne) skal afdække og lukke spændet mellem: 

1. Praksis i de enkelte projekter og et idealtypisk projektforløb med afsæt i Termas projektmodel. 
2. Krav til ledelsen af systemudviklingprojekter, som er formuleret i Termas management system, og 

CMMI-modellens anbefalinger. 
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En række såkaldte ”procesejere” påtager sig efterfølgende ansvaret for at definere en række generiske 
processer for arbejdet i Terma som helhed indenfor udvalgte procesområder (kravstyring, 
projektplanlægning, kvalitetssikring af produkter og processer etc.). En BPI-projektgruppe har til opgave at 
samle trådene, dvs. at sammenholde og integrere erfaringerne fra pilotprojektet med ”procesejernes” udkast 
under hensyntagen til virksomhedens egne it-systemer (eksempelvis CRM- og ERP-systemer og 
konfigurationsstyringsværktøjer) samt kunde-, domæne- og forretningsspecifikke krav (f.eks. militære 
standarder som MIL-STD-498). 
Når procesbeskrivelserne er tilrettet og dernæst godkendt, vil en organisatorisk udrulning af processerne 
finde sted. Termas forskellige afdelinger får selv til opgave at udmønte de generelt anvendelige 
systemudviklings- og arbejdsprocesbeskrivelser i konkrete handlingsanvisninger, f.eks. i form af 
arbejdsinstruktioner/procedurer m.m. 
 
Forskningsmæssige perspektiver 
Med den skitserede arbejdsplan konfronteres Terma med en række spændende udfordringer, som også har 
forskningsmæssig interesse. Terma har således gennemgået en organisationsændring og omstrukturering for 
ca. et år siden, hvilket vil præge BPI-initiativet. Terma befinder sig i en konsolideringsfase, hvor nye 
ansvarsområder, ledelsesstrukturer o.lign. er ved at rodfæste sig i organisationen. Virksomhedens afdelinger 
konfronteres derfor med en række styrings- og arbejdsmæssige udfordringer, som udover BPI-projektet 
kræver deres opmærksomhed. Procesforbedringerne skal dermed iværksættes i et dynamisk miljø under 
fortsat forandring, hvor kundeaftaler og -projekter konkurrerer om medarbejdernes tid. Blandt de interessante 
spørgsmål, som bl.a. den organisatoriske restrukturering rejser, er, hvilken betydning har: 

• BPIP’s organisatoriske forankring (se ovenstående figur) for sandsynligheden for succes med 
initiativerne til procesforbedringer? 

• Den decentrale ansvarsplacering, hvad angår procesbeskrivelserne, for koordineringen og 
integrationen af outputtet fra de forskellige dele af virksomheden?  

• Termas ledelsesmæssige struktur som matrix-organisation for udsigten til succes med BPI-projektet? 
• Ledelseskulturen i Terma, dvs. er den befordrende eller hæmmende for muligheden for at 

standardisere arbejds-/forretnings-/systemudviklingsprocesserne i virksomheden? 
 
Ved at besvare disse spørgsmål hjælper ErhvervsPhD-projektet Terma til at overvinde en række potentielle 
”stopklodser” eller barrierer ved dels at foregribe og forebygge problemer samt at løse de problemer, som 
opstår på trods af gode intentioner. Samtidig opnås viden om rammebetingelserne for standardisering af 
systemudviklingsprocesser. 
 
Problemformuleringens bagvedliggende antagelse er, at det må være muligt at sondre mellem faktorer, der 
påvirker SPI-forløb, afhængig af organisationstype (virksomhedskonfiguration). I forlængelse heraf er 
tanken, at måden, hvorpå virksomheden er ”skruet sammen” (konfigureret), har betydning for, i hvilken 
udstrækning en standardisering af interne arbejdsprocesser (i ErhvervsPhD-projektet med Terma 
eksemplificeret ved brugen af CMMI) kan bruges som instrument i dens procesforbedringsbestræbelser. 
Hensigten med projektet er således at undersøge, hvorvidt erfaringerne fra Termas BPI-projekt understøtter 
antagelsen om, at en række virksomhedsspecifikke parametre influerer positivt eller negativt på CMMI-
baserede procesforbedringer, og i bekræftende fald at forstå hvordan. 
 
ErhvervsPhD-projektets output og Termas udbytte 
En realisering af ledelsens planer for BPI-projektet fordrer: 

- En basislinie. For at kunne vurdere effekten af forbedringer af Termas forretningsprocesser er det 
nødvendigt at kende tingenes tilstand i udgangspunktet. 

- Et endemål. For at kunne styre forbedringsinitiativerne er det en forudsætning at vide, hvad 
succeskriterierne er. 

- En handlingsplan. En koordineret indsats er nødvendig for at nå målene. 
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- Økonomiske indikatorer og andre mål. Dokumentation for at ændrede arbejdsprocesser både har en 
forretningsmæssig nytteværdi og er en støtte for de ansatte er en betingelse for at kunne fastholde 
ledelsens opbakning og medarbejdernes interesse. 

 
BPI-projektet skal altså give svar på: Hvor vi befinder os, hvor vi vil hen, hvordan vi planlægger at nå dertil, 
og hvordan vi ved, hvornår vi er i mål. ErhvervsPhD-projektet bidrager hertil på følgende måder: 

- En basislinie. En basislinie etableres som oftest bl.a. ved at sammenholde praksis med kravene i 
diverse modenhedsmodeller og/eller internationale standarder (eksempelvis ISO 9000, ISO 9000-3, 
ISO/IEC 12207, SPICE (ISO 15504) og BOOTSTRAP). Terma planlægger at bruge CMMI, de 
facto standarden indenfor forbedring af systemudviklingsprocesser, som referenceramme. 
Eksisterende værktøjer til evaluering af eksisterende arbejdsprocesser - Software Capability 
Evaluation (SCE) / Software Process Assessment (SPA) - er imidlertid enten utilstrækkelige eller 
proprietære (Müller et al., 2003). Ét output af ErhvervsPhD-projektet er derfor et værktøj til 
benchmarking af systemudviklingsprocesser på CMMI, niveau 2 og 3. Procesevalueringer med 
afsæt i CMMI foretages ofte af interne eller eksterne assessorer, som på baggrund af dels en 
gennemgang af eksisterende procesdokumentation samt interviews med projektdeltagere vurderer, 
om den nuværende praksis lever op til kravene i modellen. Assessments af denne type er imidlertid 
omkostningstunge, og for en virksomhed som Terma med mere end 1000 ansatte og mange 
sideløbende projekter, der har brug for kontinuerligt at evaluere arbejdsprocesserne med henblik på 
at afgøre, om BPI-projektet har sat sig synlige spor i forhold til processernes ”modenhed”, er der 
brug for et ressourcebesparende alternativ. Et værktøj til indsamling og bearbejdning af 
dansksprogede elektroniske spørgeskemaundersøgelser, som evaluerer 
systemudviklingsprocessernes ”modenhed” i relation til CMMI, er et sådant alternativ, og vil derfor 
blive udviklet som led i ErhvervsPhD-projektet. 

- Et endemål / En handlingsplan. BPI - eller SPI (Software Process Improvement) som er betegnelsen 
i litteraturen - er et spørgsmål om at kvalitetssikre virksomhedens arbejdsprocesser, men hvem sikrer 
kvaliteten af procesforbedringsarbejdet? Svaret er: ErhvervsPhD-projektet. ErhvervsPhD-projektet 
forankres i BPI-projektgruppens arbejde og bidrager til såvel organisering som udførelse af BPI-
projektet. Dermed bidrager ErhvervsPhD-projektet til forbedringer af Termas arbejdsprocesser i 
mere end én forstand. 

- Økonomiske indikatorer og andre mål. Selv om CMMI-baseret SPI er både et strategisk valg og et 
markedsdrevet krav, som ledelsen ønsker at imødekomme uden nødvendigvis at have beregnet de 
kvantitative/økonomiske fordele og omkostninger forbundet med investeringerne i 
procesforbedringer. Men for at sikre fremdrift og fokus i BPIP-projektet, vil ErhvervsPhD-
projektet bidrage med en økonomisk model, som kan afdække det afkast (ROI - Return on 
Investment), som SPI i virksomheden resulterer i. ErhvervsPhD-projektet vil desuden 
identificere de indikatorer, som afslører hvorvidt vedvarende forbedringer har indfundet sig. 
Dermed forventes ErhvervsPhD-projektet bl.a. at resultere i en effektvurderingsmodel, som 
sammenholder en række økonomiske nøglefaktorer og nogle procesindikatorer, hvorved opnås et 
longitudinalt billede af eksempelvis projekters rentabilitet. Tanken er at sammenkæde økonomien i 
Termas projekter med en række basismål (estimater og faktiske mål for produktstørrelsen 
(eksempelvis antal kodelinjer), forbrug og omkostninger (eksempelvis antal mandetimer) samt 
basale kvalitetsmål (eksempelvis antal og type fejl/defects)) samt afledte mål (indtjening, systemers 
gennemsnitlige ”oppetid”, mean time to failure og sammensatte kvalitetsmål (antal fejl fordelt på 
sværhedsgrad set i forhold til det samlede antal fejl)). Ved at bruge en sådan model til at foretage en 
række målinger over tid, fås (ceteris paribus) et billede af procesforbedringernes effekt. 

 
Summa summarum, ErhvervsPhD-projektet hjælper Terma i evalueringen, optimeringen og ledelsen af 
forbedringerne af virksomhedens arbejdsprocesser samtidig med, at spørgsmålet om standardiserede 
systemudviklingsprocessers anvendelighed og gyldighedsområde (se problemformuleringen) besvares. 
Erfaringer fra arbejdet med udviklingen af 2 værktøjer til understøttelse af Termas BPI-projekt under 
ErhvervsPhD-forløbet - redskaber til henholdsvis evaluering af systemudviklingsprocessernes ”modenhed” 
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og vurdering af forbedrede processers nytteværdi - vil resultere i handlingsanvisninger og modeller, som 
andre virksomheder efterfølgende kan drage nytte af. 
 
 

D. Faseopdeling af projektet  
• Samlet plan for uddannelses- og projektforløb, opdelt i faser 

 
Tabel 1: Faser i ErhvervsPhD-projektet 

# Fase Varighed 
1 Udvikling af assessment tool 

til evaluering af systemudviklings- 
processernes modenhed (jf. CMMI) 

3 mdr. 

2 Udvikling af effektvurderingsmodel 
til kvantificering af SPI’s/BPI’S 
nytteværdi 

3 mdr. 

3 Udrulning af BPIP 9 mdr. 
4 Miljøskift/udlandsophold & 

artikelskrivning 
3 mdr. 

5 Normativt forskningsmæssigt bidrag: 
Databehandling & modelkonstruk- 
tion/teorigenerering 

6 mdr. 

   
I alt: 24 mdr. 

 
Tabel 2: Uddannelsesplan og videnformidling 
# Aktivitet Varighed 
a Ph.d.-kurser 6 mdr. 
b Andre kurser & konferencer 1 mdr. 
c Selvstudium 1½ mdr. 
d Videnformidling 3½ mdr. 
   

I alt: 12 mdr. 
 
Ad. 1. 
Se afsnit C (Projektbeskrivelse). 
 
Ad. 2. 
Se afsnit C (Projektbeskrivelse). 
 
Ad. 3. 
En del af ErhvervsPhD-projektet består i at deltage i planlægningen og fremdriftsstyringen af BPI-projektet, 
herunder at overvåge SPI-processen med henblik på at spore og analysere konsekvenserne af de iværksatte 
procesforbedringer. Førnævnte assessment tool og effektvurderingsmodellen bringes i anvendelse som led 
heri. 
 
Ad. 4. 
Se afsnit F (Udenlandsophold). 
 
Ad. 5. 
De forgangne 2½ års erfaringer (i form af data/empiri) skal afslutningsvis bearbejdes med henblik på at 
adressere problemformuleringen og de deraf afledte forskningsspørgsmål. 
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E.  Ph.d.-kurser, erhvervsrettede kurser og konferencer, selvstudium  
samt formidling  
• Ph.d.-kurser i Danmark og i udlandet 

 
Bemærk: Kurser markeret med kursiv er opslået i år. Deltagelse i de resterende ph.d.-kurser (opslået sidste 
år) fordrer, at de genudbydes. 
 
Titel: Erhvervskurset for ErhvervsPhD-studerende 
Omfang: 5 ECTS 
Fagområde: Generelt 
 
Titel: Writing and Reviewing Scientific Papers 
Omfang: 3,75 ECTS 
Fagområde: Generelt, Metode 
Udbyder: Aalborg Universitet (http://auaw2.aua.auc.dk/fak-tekn/phd/kurser/j3.htm) 
 
Titel: Action Research in Information Systems 
Omfang: 2,5 ECTS 
Fagområde: Metode, Aktionsforskning 
Udbyder: Aalborg Universitet (http://auaw2.aua.auc.dk/fak-tekn/phd/kurser/s2_5.htm) 
 
Titel: An Introduction to Research in Information Systems 
Omfang: 5 ECTS 
Fagområde: Metode 
Udbyder: Handelshøjskolen i København 
(http://web.cbs.dk/stud_pro/phd_eco/courses/information_systems_inf_04.pdf) 
 
Titel: Information Systems Development, Organization, and Management 
Omfang: 4 ECTS 
Fagområde: Ledelse af softwareudvikling, Software Process Improvement 
Udbyder: IT-Universitetet i København (http://www1.itu.dk/sw2857.asp) 
 
Titel: Ledelsesteknologi, interorganisatoriske realtioner og performance management 
Omfang: 8 ECTS 
Fagområde: Ledelsesteknologi 
Udbyder: Handelshøjskolen i København (http://web.cbs.dk/stud_pro/phd_eco/courses/Led-
Tek_2005_PEO.pdf) 
 
Titel: Cultural Perspectives on Organizations 
Omfang: 6 ECTS 
Fagområde: Organisationsforståelse, Organisationskultur 
Udbyder: Handelshøjskolen i København (http://web.cbs.dk/departments/ikl/phdactivities) 
 

• Andre kurser og konferencer 
Deltagelse i følgende kursus forventes: 

- Introduction to CMMI, Staged Representation (http://www.sei.cmu.edu/products/courses/cmmi-
staged.html). DELTA Services udbyder kurset i Danmark (http://www.delta.dk/services/training-
courses/seminar/cmmi/content.htm). 
Fagområde: Software Process Improvement 
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- Intermediate Concepts of CMMI (http://www.sei.cmu.edu/products/courses/cmmi-intermed-
concepts.html) 
Fagområde: Software Process Improvement 

- CMMI Instructor Training (http://www.sei.cmu.edu/products/courses/cmmi-inst.html) 
Fagområde: Software Process Improvement 

 
Deltagelse i følgende konferencer forventes: 

- EuroSPI 2005, 9. - 11. november 2005, Budapest, Ungarn (http://2005.eurospi.net) 
Fagområde: Software Process Improvement 

- IRIS 28, 6. - 9. august 2005, Kristiansand, Norge (http://www.hia.no/iris28) 
- Fagområde: Information Systems 

 

• Selvstudium 
Standardisering 
Begrebet standardisering skal indkredses. For at kunne besvare problemformuleringen er det bl.a. nødvendigt 
at afdække spørgsmålene (1) hvad er en standardproces?, (2) hvad vil det sige at standardisere? samt (3) 
hvad er en standard? Et litteraturstudium forventes at kunne bidrage hertil. 
 
Varighed: ca. 6 uger. 
 
Foreløbig litteraturliste: Se nedenstående. 
 

• Litteraturliste 
Selvstudium 
Aaen, I. (2002), Challenging Software Process Improvement by Design, The Xth European Conference on 
Information Systems (ECIS 2002), Gdansk, University of Gdansk. 
 
Aaen, Ivan & Jan Pries-Heje, Standardizing Software Processes - An Obstacle for Innovation?, IFIP WG 8.6 
Seventh Working Conference on IT Innovation for Adaptablity and Competitiveness, Kluwer Academic 
Publishers, Leixlip, Ireland, 2004, pp. 117-133. 
 
Anderson, David M., Design for Manufacturability & Concurrent Engineering; How to Design for Low 
Cost, Design in High Quality, Design for Lean Manufacture, and Design Quickly for Fast Production, CIM 
Press, 2004 ; Chapter 5, "Standardization". 
 
Baskin, E, Krechmer, K, and Sherif, M. H., The six dimensions of standards: Contribution towards a theory 
of Standardization, published in Management of Technology, Sustainable Development and Eco-efficiency, 
Elsevier Press, Amsterdam, 1998. 
 
Griffith D.A., M.Y. Hu & J.K. Ryans, Process Standardization across Intra- and Inter-Cultural 
Relationships, Journal of International Business Studies, Palgrave Macmillan, June 2000, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 
303-324(22). 
 
Kondo, Y. (2000), Innovation Versus Standardization, TQM Magazine 12(1): 6-10. 
 
Magee, Stan & Leonard L. Tripp, Guide to Software Engineering Standards and Specifications, Artech 
House Publishers (February 1, 1997). 
 
Nyström, Sofi. (2000), STANDARDS -a survey, Göteborg, Department of Law. 
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Pijl, G. J., G. J. P. Swinkels, et al. (1997), ISO 9000 versus CMM: Standardization and certification of IS 
development, Information & Management 32: 267-274. 
 
Truex, D., R. Baskerville, et al. (2000), Amethodical systems development: the deferred meaning of systems 
development methods, Accounting, Management and Information Technologies 10: 53-79. 
 
 
Ph.d.-kurser 
Eksempel på litteraturliste for ph.d.-kursus (pga. mængden af litteratur henvises til de øvrige kursers 
hjemmesider som angivet ovenfor): 
 
Information Systems Development, Organization, and Management 
Baskerville R. and Myers M (2002) ‘IS as a reference discipline’ MISQ Vol. 26  
No. 1, March pp 1-14. 
 
Benbasat I. and Zmud R.W. (2003) ‘The identify crisis within the IS discipline:  
Defining and communicating the discipline’s core properties’ MISQ Vol. 27  
No 2, June, pp.183-194. 
 
Hirschheim, Rudy & Heinz Klein: Four Paradigms of Information Systems  
Development. Communication of the ACM, 32 (10), pp. 1199- 1216. 
 
Beath, C.M. & W.J. Orlikowski (1994). The Contradictory Structure of Systems  
Development Methodologies: Deconstructing the IS-User Relationship in  
Information Engineering. Information Systems Research, Vol. 5, No. 4,  
December 1994, pp. 350-377. 
 
Hirschheim, R., Klein. H.K. and Lyytinen, K. (1996). Exploring the intellectual  
structures of information systems development: A social action theoretic  
analysis, Accounting, Management and Information Technologies, Vol. 6, No.  
1/2, 1996, pp. 1-64. 
 
Iivari, J. (1991). A Paradigmatic Analysis of Contemporary Schools of IS  
Development. European Jn. of IS, Vol. 1, No. 4, 1991, pp. 249-272. 
 
Robey, Daniel, Richard Welke & Daniel Turk (2001). Traditional, Iterative, and  
Component-Based development: A Social Analysis of Software development  
Paradigms. Information Technology and Management 2, 53-70. 
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• Videnformidlingsaktiviteter 
 

Tabel 3: Videnformidlingsaktiviteter 
# Aktivitet Varighed 
i Faglig rapportering (halvårsrapport) 120 timer 
ii Udarbejdelse af erhvervsrapport 160 timer 
iii Konferenceindlæg   40 timer 
iv Forelæsninger/vejledning på 

Handelshøjskolen i Århus 
  80 timer 

v Videnformidling internt i virksomheden 160 timer 
vi Udarbejdelse af artikler 320 timer† 
   

I alt: 560 timer 
†: Timetallet er hverken medregnet under ”I alt” eller pkt. d i tabel 2, 

da det estimerede tidsforbrug er inkluderet i pkt. 4 i tabel 1. 
 
Ad. iii. 
En artikel om aktionsforskning - til præsentation på IRIS 28 - er under udarbejdelse. 
 
Ad. iv. 
Videnformidling på Handelshøjskolen forventes at udmønte sig i enkeltstående forelæsninger - f.eks. i faget 
”IS og ledelse” samt vejledning af studerende på bachelor- (bacheloropgave) og kandidatniveau 
(kandidatafhandling). 
 
Ad. v. 
Undervisningsforpligtelsen indarbejdes i virksomhedens kommunikationsplan. Termas BPI-projekt samt 
brugen af CMMI som referencemodel fordrer, at virksomhedens ansatte uddannes/trænes indenfor relevante 
procesområder. Eksempelvis skal projektledere i Terma informeres om og undervises i evt. nye og 
forbedrede processer (procedurer og arbejdsinstruktioner) for projektplanlægning. 
 
 

F. Udenlandsophold  
• Studieophold i udlandet af mere end 2 måneders varighed 

På nuværende tidspunkt forventes et udlandsophold ved the Department of Computer Information Systems 
(CIS) på Georgia State University (Robinson College of Business). Dette miljøskift vil give den fornødne tid 
til at udarbejde 1-2 artikler med afsæt i de foreløbige undersøgelsesresultater. På Georgia State University 
arbejder to internationalt anerkendte professorer med erfaring i SPI og kendskab til dansk kultur, nemlig 
Richard L. Baskerville (institutleder) og Lars Mathiassen (forskningsleder af instituttets Center for Process 
Innovation), og de kan foruden goodwill tilføre projektet værdifulde input, f.eks. i form af hjælp til at skrive 
artikler, som kan publiceres i de tidsskrifter, der har ph.d.-projektets målgruppe som læsere.134

Richard Baskerville, som er institutleder på GSU, har allerede givet sit tilsagn om studieophold på 
universitetet (se Bilag 1, Del K, Tilsagn om udlandsophold ved CIS). 
 
Opholdet ved CIS kan med fordel kombineres med besøg hos Termas nordamerikanske kontor i Warner 
Robins, Georgia. Termas BPI-projekt berører hele virksomheden og dermed ultimativt også 
forretningsaktiviteterne i USA, og et længerevarende besøg kan bidrage til at synliggøre projektet samt at 
sikre medarbejderenes inddragelse i og opbakning til procesforbedringsarbejdet. 
 
 
                                                 
134 Da projektets resultater forventes at vække interesse blandt både forskere og praktikere, er intentionen at søge at publicere de 
artikler, som projektet kaster af sig, i f.eks. IEEE Software (http://www.computer.org/software) og Scandinavian Journal of 
Information Systems (http://www.e--sjis.org). 
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G. Fordeling af tid  
• Udfyld skema:  

Virksomheden 45 % Virksomheden                   16 Måneder 

Hoveduniversitetet 45 % Universitetet                      16 Måneder 

Offentlig tredjepart         2 % Tredjepart                         1 Måned 

Udlandet                         8 % Udlandet 3 Måneder 
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Appendix D: Transcription Guide 
Transcription guide received from Lena Boye135 on November 30th 2006. 
 
Filnavn, f.eks. Interview med JNM 08-12-2006 
Marginer Venstre: 2 cm. Højre: 3 cm 
Justering Venstre 
Overskrift Arial, størrelse 16, fed 

Interview 1, 07.11.05, kl. 10:01-14:14 Overskrift eksempel 
 

Tekst Times New Roman, størrelse 12, enkelt linieafstand, 
dobbelt linieafstand mellem afsnit 

Interviewer Interviewer: ”… 
Interviewperson Interviewperson: ”… 
Når personer skifter Nyt afsnit 
Pauser [pause] 
Hvis der grines [griner] 
Hvis der grædes [græder] 
Hvis nogen går [… forlader rummet] 
Hvis du ikke kan høre hvad der siges (? – spor …) 
Gentagelser Alle gentagelser skrives 
Øhm, ehm, øeh, mmm, osv Udelades med mindre det er meget markant 
Hvis den interviewede gengiver 
samtaler, skrives 

Hun sagde ”jeg gider ikke”. Jeg svarede ”du skal” 

 

                                                 
135 Secretary with “Boylenvikar” who assisted in transcribing the audio recordings. 
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Appendix E: Dual Collaborative Practice Research Cycle at Terma 
McKay & Marshall conceptualize action research as two separate yet interconnected and interacting 
cycles: A problem solving interest cycle and a research interest cycle. Problem solving and research 
are dual imperatives of action research, and Figure E.1 illustrates this as a dual action research 
cycle. 
 

Figure E.1: Dual Action Research Cycle 
 

    
 

Source: McKay & Marshall, 2001: 57. 
 
The dual cycle of my collaborative pratice research at Terma is illustrated in Figure E.2. 
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Figure E.2: Dual Collaborative Practice Research Cycle at Terma 
 

    
 

Source: Adapted from McKay & Marshall, 2001. 
 
Inspired by Iversen et al.’s (2004) use of Checkland et al. (1998) to account for the interplay 
between theory and practice in action research, I have used McKay & Marshall (2001) to describe 
the dual cycle of my collaborative practice research project at Terma (Figure E.2) in a similar 
manner. I have combined theory and practice as follows: 
 

 Research theme: The general area of interest was process innovation and, in particular, the 
organizational factors impacting implementation success and failure. 

 
 Area of concern (A): Management of process innovation and implementation, i.e. how 

change should be managed in light of process innovation and implementation efforts. 
 

 Framework of ideas (F): Process innovation and organization theory, in general, and, in 
particular, theory on organizational politics for the practice study spin-off of the 
collaborative practice research project. 
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 Research methodology (MR)136: Collaborative practice research was used as the overall 
research methodology. The methodology and its application is described in subsection 1.3.2. 

 
 Problem solving methodology (MPS)137: No formal, explicit MPS was adopted. The problem 

solving activities were, however, inspired by the IDEAL model which is “an organizational 
improvement model that serves as a roadmap for initiating, planning, and implementing 
improvement actions” (McFeeley, 1996). Also, the activities were planned in detail and 
scheduled to take place sequentially and iteratively. The case description (chapter 6) 
presents the problem solving activities of the BPIP at Terma. 

 
 Real world problem situation (P): The research addressed process innovation and 

implementation problems at Terma and unfolded as the practitioners and I worked to 
improve the organization’s process maturity. 

 
 Reflection based on F, MR, and A: While working on A, I continuously increased my 

understanding based on F and MR. When organizational politics emerged as a factor 
impacting process implementation success and failure that needed further investigation, I 
realized that a modification to MR and a change to F were required. I, therefore, decided to 
supplement the action research cycle of collaborative practice research with a practice study 
(MR) based on a theoretical framework of organizational politics (F). 

 
 Reflection based on P and MPS: While working on P, the practitioners and I continuously 

made sense of the accumulated experience based on MPS. When problems occurred during 
the BPIP, the existing plans were altered to accommodate lessons learned. Also, a post-
project review meeting was held to discuss and document (for future reference) the dos and 
don’ts of process innovation at Terma. 

 
 Findings about F, MR, A, P, and MPS: I exited the problem situation when the BPIP 

concluded in December 2006, but have subsequently continued my analyses of the 
implementation process and its outcome in each of the four business units to identify 
contributions and document my research. Sections 7-9 present my analyses, discuss the 
results, and highlight the limitations of my research. Essentially, the analyses show that 
organizational politics impacts process implementation and helps explain variations in 
process innovation behavior and outcomes across business units. 

 

                                                 
136 McKay & Marshall use the term “MR (research method)” (2001: 53). 
137 McKay & Marshall use the term “MPS (problem solving method)” (2001: 53). 
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Appendix F: The Capability Maturity Model (Integration) 
The CMMI is an American model for evaluating and improving systems development and 
management processes (Chrissis et al., 2003; CMMI Product Team, 2006).138

 
In 1991, the Software Engineering Institute (SEI) released the first version of the Capability 
Maturity Model for Software Engineering (SW-CMM) – originally a DoD commissioned 
benchmarking tool for evaluating and comparing government contractors’ performance abilities 
(Paulk et al., 1993a; 1993b). The model was conceived by Watts Humphrey among others whose 
ideas – described in the seminal book Managing the Software Process – are based in part on the 
works of TQM guru Philip Crosby (Humphrey, 1989). 
 
The year 2000 saw the advent of the Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) – a 
replacement for the CMM due to the fact that the SEI deemed it necessary to address not only 
software engineering but more broadly systems development in recognition of more and more 
companies producing integrated systems rather than stand-alone software programs.139 Like its 
predecessor, the CMMI identifies minimum requirements for systems development and software 
engineering within different process areas and at different maturity levels (from lowest maturity (1) 
to highest maturity (5)). The model is used for three purposes: (1) for process improvement, (2) for 
benchmarking companies, and (3) for selecting suppliers, especially within the defense industry. 
The CMMI is not a theoretical construct but the result of a collaborative endeavor involving not 
only participants from the SEI but government and industry representatives as well in an effort to 
determine what has been termed “best practice” (Chrissis et al., 2003; CMMI Product Team, 2006; 
Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) Overview, Carnegie Mellon University, Software 
Engineering Institute). 
 
Since its inception the maturity model has been used not only for evaluation purposes but also for 
improving development capabilities. Thus, the CMM(I) may be described as “a reference model for 
appraising software process maturity and a normative model for helping software organizations 
progress along an evolutionary path from ad hoc, chaotic processes to mature, disciplined software 
processes” (Herbsleb, 1997: 32). Substituting “software” for “systems development”, this is also a 
fitting description of the CMMI. 
 
The CMMI is divided into five so-called maturity levels140 paving the way for continuous process 
improvements (see Figure F.1). Each maturity level consists of a number of process areas (e.g. 
Configuration Management, Measurement and Analysis, Process and Product Quality Assurance, 
Project Monitoring and Control, Project Planning, Requirements Management, and Supplier 
Agreement Management at CMMI level 2), one or more goals141 for each process area, and 
numerous practices142 that determine the process requirements that must be observed not only to 
                                                 
138 The CMMI may also be interpreted as a process standard, as argued by Müller et al. (2008c). 
139 The latest version (as of September 2008) of the model is the CMMI for Development, Version 1.2 (CMMI Product 
Team, 2006). 
140 Applies only to one of two so-called representations of the CMMI, namely the staged representation (Chrissis et al., 
2003; CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
141 A distinction between generic and specific goals as well as practices is made in the model (Chrissis et al., 2003; 
CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
142 A distinction between specific practices and subpractices is made in the model. Specific practices are “expected” 
model components whereas subpractices are “informative” model components (Chrissis et al., 2003; CMMI Product 
Team, 2006). 
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satisfy the objectives of the process areas but also to ‘be’ at that maturity level (Chrissis et al., 2003; 
CMMI Product Team, 2006). 
 

Figure F.1: The Maturity Levels of the CMMI 
 

    
 

Source: Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) Overview, 
Carnegie Mellon University, Software Engineering Institute. 

 
Figure F.2 shows the process areas at different maturity levels. For example, CMMI level 2 focuses 
on processes related to Configuration Management (CM), Measurement and Analysis (MA), Project 
Monitoring and Control (PMC), Process and Product Quality Assurance (PPQA), Project Planning 
(PP), Requirements Management (REQM), and Supplier Agreement Management (SAM). 
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Figure F.2: Process Areas by Maturity Level 

 

 
    

 
Source: [10], adapted from Chrissis et al., 2003. 

 
In terms of benchmarking, the CMMI is used for evaluating systems development and management 
processes. In this capacity, it serves as a standard against which process maturity is evaluated. 
Process maturity is evaluated by means of the Standard CMMI Appraisal Method for Process 
Improvement (SCAMPI) (SCAMPI Upgrade Team, 2006a; 2006b). The SCAMPI yields a maturity 
rating which serves the same purpose as a certificate (Rose et al., 2008), i.e. as proof of the 
organization’s maturity. 
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Appendix G: Literature Review 
This appendix describes the scope of the literature review as well as the search methods and criteria 
that were used. 
 
In terms of scope, it was decided to limit the literature review to focusing on journal articles and 
conference papers (henceforth both will be referred to as articles) concerned with organizational 
politics in process innovation, systems implementation, and SPI. Articles dealing with 
organizational politics within related areas, e.g. systems development, were excluded. This decision 
was a consequence of the purpose of the case study being to investigate the role of organizational 
politics in the course and outcome of process implementation in a company. It was, furthermore, 
decided to limit the literature review to journal articles and conference papers, since these are 
generally recognized as sources of state-of-the-art knowledge (references). 
 
In terms of search methods, a combination of ‘meta-search’ engines provided by a host of databases 
(Blackwell Synergy, Business Source Premier, Directory of Open Access Journals, JSTOR, 
Kluwer/SpringerLink, Emerald, Oxford Journals (Oxford University Press), Elsevier, Wiley 
InterScience, and SourceOECD) was used together with the search facilities provided by Web of 
Science, Google, and Google Scholar. 
 
In terms of search criteria, a number of text strings, e.g. ‘politics’ and ‘business process 
reengineering’, were combined to systematically search through the journals and identify relevant 
articles. These text strings included words and concepts related to process innovation both in 
general and in particular within the IS literature. Table G.1 contains the words and concepts used in 
combination as search criteria. The searches were performed within the keywords, abstract, title, 
and body text of the articles. 
 

Table G.1: Search Criteria 
 

Concept of politics Concepts of innovation 

 Power 

 BPI 
 BPM 
 BPR 
 Business process innovation 
 Business process management 
 Business process reengineering 
 Business reengineering 

 Politics 

 Process improvement143 
 Process implementation 
 Process innovation 
 SPI 
 Software process improvement 
 TQM 
 Total quality management 

    

                                                 
143 Also covers ‘business process improvement’ and ‘software process improvement’. 
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Both ‘politics’ and ‘power’ were combined with each of the concepts in the column entitled 
‘Concepts of innovation’. 
 
Following this mechanical literature search, I screened the articles manually in a two-step process. 
First, I filtered out all the articles in which organizational politics was mentioned only in passing. 
Some articles only reference literature on the subject of organizational politics (see for example 
Beecham et al., 2003). Second, I divided the articles into three groups corresponding to the 
literature streams on organizational politics in process innovation, systems implementation, and 
SPI. Third, having identified relevant literature in this manner, I proceeded to search through the 
references of this initial pool of articles to identify additional relevant articles. 
 

 289



Appendix H: ATLAS-Terma Reference Matrix 
Figure H.1 is a matrix linking the ATLAS.ti references (see the tables in chapter 7) to the material 
on the reference list “Terma References”. 
 

Table H.1: ATLAS-Terma Reference Matrix 
 

ATLAS.ti file # Title Terma reference #
{1} BPIP Management Team Møde 05.01.2006 [16] 
{2} BPIP projektstatusmøde 09.12.2005 [189] 
{3} BPIP statusmøde (dato tbd) [190] 
{4} BPIP statusmøde 2 (dato tbd) [191] 
{5} BPIP statusmøde 3 (dato tbd - Påske) [192] 
{6} Interview med ANP 15-12-2006 [60] 
{7} Interview med FKC 29-11-2006 [193] 
{8} Interview med ICM 14-12-2006 [61] 
{9} Interview med JNM 08-12-2006 [194] 
{10} Interview med JVM 15-12-2006 [63] 
{11} Interview med KHA 18-12-2006 [187] 
{12} Interview med KME 14-12-2006 [62] 
{13} Interview med MC 14-12-2006 [180] 
{14} Interview med MJ 14-12-2006 [181] 
{15} Interview med MW 19-12-2006 [195] 
{16} Interview med PDE 21-12-2006 [196] 
{17} Interview med PKS 22-12-2006 [197] 
{18} Interview med RJW 11-12-2006 [179] 
{19} Interview med SGN 18-12-2006 [59] 
{20} Interview med SKH 02-01-2007 [198] 
{21} Interview med SML 29-11-2006 [199] 
{22} Interview med TNN 20-12-2006 [200] 
{23} Interview med TOM 12-12-2006 [64] 
{24} Interview med TOR 11-01-2007 [201] 
{25} Lydfil fra mødet 'Definition af målinger 

ud over EBAT' 16.01.2006 
[202] 

{26} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, 
DIV og GMH 2 (eftermiddag - dato tbd) 

[203] 

{27} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, 
DIV og GMH 2 (formiddag - dato tbd) 

[204] 

{28} Møde om niveau 2 projektets fremtid + EBAT 
med GMH, DIV og TSH (dato tbd) 

[205] 

{29} Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 1 [206] 
{30} Opstart af level 3 planlægning 16.12.2005, del 2 [207] 
{31} PPR for BPIP 11-12-2006 [208] 
{32} Referat (19. maj) af styregruppemødet i maj 2006 [209] 
{33} Road show med Maaløe 06-11-2006 [210] 
{34} TSH's syn på udfordringerne i BPIP over 

tid - diskussion ifm thesis proposal 
[211] 

{35} Diskussion med TSH om planlægningen af CMMI, niveau 
2 udrulningsdelen af BPIP (september 2005) (audio file) 

[212] 

{36} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, 
DIV og GMH (09-03-2006) (audio file) 

[213] 

{37} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, 
DIV og GMH (eftermiddag - dato tbd) (audio file) 

[214] 

{38} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, [215] 
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DIV og GMH (formiddag - dato tbd) (audio file) 
{39} Mgn Support Team Meeting med TSH, VE, DIV og GMH 

(anden del af 09-03-2006) (audio file) 
[216] 

{40} Samtale 25.05.2005 med TSH om formøde 
20.05.2005 til BPIP-seminar (audio file) 

[217] 

{41} TSH's syn på udfordringerne i BPIP over tid 
- diskussion ifm thesis proposal (audio file) 

[218] 

{42} Audit af HCP Antenna projektet (audio file) [42] 
{43} Samtale om audits i RSY ved 1. måling (audio file) [46] 
{44} BPIP statusmøde (dato tbd) (audio file) [219] 
{45} Interview med FKC 29-11-2006 (audio file) [220] 
{46} Interview med KME 14-12-2006 (audio file) [221] 
{47} Interview med MC 14-12-2006 (audio file) [222] 
{48} Interview med MJ 14-12-2006 (audio file) [223] 
{49} Interview med TNN 20-12-2006 (audio file) [224] 
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