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Abstract: This paper studies the impact of organizational influences on the development of a major information system 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This paper is based on a case study that describes 
the development and deployment of a large-scale 
office management system in a governmental 
organization. For the purpose of adhering to the 
informant’s request of full anonymity, we shall refer 
to this organization hereafter by “the Ministry”. The 
Ministry has a threefold structure: 1) the political 
body, representing the interests, aspirations, and 
objectives of the Ministry’s political leadership; 
2) the administrative body representing the rules, 
regulations, and constraints set by civil servants; and 
3) the professional structure, representing, the needs, 
expectations, workflow, and processes of the experts 
assigned to different posts in the Ministry. These 
bodies may have divergent, and to a certain degree 
conflicting, expectations, wants, needs, and working 
cultures. The diverse range of expectations – 
combined with incompetent management of 
information systems (IS) projects, together with 
organizational factors that impact on the 

                                                
 This paper is a revised and expanded version of a paper entitled ‘Impact 
of organizational factors on information system project’ presented at 7th 
IEEE International conference on Intelligent Data Acquisition and 
Computer Systems: Technology and Applications, Berlin, September 
2013 [1]. 

organization’s ability to manage the development 
and deployment of the new office management – has 
led to project complications, overspending, delays, 
and frustration among the diverse groups that were 
supposed to be using the system.  

The purpose of the paper is to find out how and 
to what extent these organizational influences have 
shaped the results of this project through their 
influence on system development processes and 
procedures, such as the allocation of resources, the 
use of a structured approach to requirement 
elicitation, decision-making, and end-user 
involvement, creating commitments and aligning 
users in a large-scale information system project that 
was initiated in 2002 and is still yet to be completed. 
The paper also aims to present countermeasures that 
have been implemented in order to enhance end 
users’ involvement, and to better prepare the 
organization for the intended changes to working 
processes and methods.  

1.1. ORGANIZATIONAL INFLUENCES 

Organizational Influences is an umbrella concept 
that refers to factors in the social and organizational 
context that impact the project setting. 
Organizational influences are usually reflected in 
numerous factors, including style, structure, 
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competence, shared values, norms and beliefs, 
policies and procedures, the view of relationships 
with authority, and work ethics, to mention but a few 
[2]. This paper only considers the organizational 
influences in the project owner organization. The 
term “project owner organization” is used in this 
paper to refer to the organization that ordered the 
system to be developed and implemented, and the 
one who provided the necessary financial resources. 
The owner organization’s main tasks are to keep the 
project aligned with the organization’s strategy; 
maintain a focus on the realization of benefits; 
provide feedback; commit necessary resources; 
create commitments; ensure involvement oversee  
the project’s execution; and oversees the  
project’s organization.  

Mei-Yung, et al. [3] argue that affective 
commitment improves the project performance 
because people are more attached and involved in 
the project, and also want to stay in the 
organizational for the particular project. Fowler and 
Horan [4] identify a combination of top management 
commitment and project team commitment as a 
force driving the successful development of IS 
projects. Pinto and Prescott [5] identified top 
management support as a critical success factor and 
suggested its dominance in the planning phase of the 
project life cycle. McLeod and MacDonell [6] 
emphasize the importance of top management in 
projects as it plays various roles in the organization, 
for example influencing attitudes, creating a positive 
context for change, overseeing the development  
of the project, and ensuring the availability  
of resources.  

In the project management literature, there is also 
a consensus that involving end-users during system 
development is paramount to ensuring project 
success [6-8]. Several factors relate to the inability 
of project owner organizations to be able to 
accomplish all these tasks. For instance, a project 
manager with a highly participative style in a rigidly 
hierarchal organization is likely to encounter 
challenges [2]. Findings by Basu, et al. [9] suggest 
that the involvement of top management in the 
owner organization is of paramount importance for 
successful implementation of major IS projects. 
Their involvement seems to be even more important 
than the project organisation’s involvement.  

Hong and Kim [10] demonstrated that, as far as 
major projects are concerned, it is not always the 
case that the organization is prepared or adapted – 
either culturally or organizationally – for the 
project’s delivery. They have shown that there are 
few organizations that have a structure equipped for 
the sorts of changes associated with the introduction 
of large, complex projects. Therefore, project owner 
organizations should consider the project as abroad 

introduction of organizational changes rather than 
technical software installation. A project that aims to 
introduce greater solutions requires a change in the 
organisation’s socio-technical system. The ability to 
share knowledge and information is also 
characteristic of an organisation’s work culture. 
Milne [11] emphasized that one of the biggest 
challenges for a knowledge organization is 
information sharing. Knowledge sharing is, 
according to the author, “the fundamental 
requirement of a knowledge-based organization. In 
particular, organizations where there is a fortified 
culture among staff to safeguard information, rather 
than sharing it with others.” Hussein, et al. [12] have 
shown that project organization ability to maneuver, 
conduct early planning and align project is largely 
dependent on high-level organizational factors, in 
terms of willingness to free up resources so that they 
can contribute in the early phase. It depends also on 
top-management support to the project.  

Today, an organization in which information is 
spread internally as quickly as possible has a 
competitive advantage. A challenge for any 
knowledge organization is how to build a culture in 
which the dissemination of information is the norm, 
rather than the safeguarding of it. According to 
Milne [11] incentive systems help to motivate 
employees to share information, and thus build a 
more open and inclusive culture. Organisational 
culture can be viewed as a symbolic system of 
learned and shared sets of meanings that provide 
patterns for behavior within an organizational setting 
[13]. Organisational culture influences 
communication between end users and developers; 
an organizational culture based on consensus 
encourages communication and conflict resolution 
during the requirement elicitation stage as 
emphasized by [14]. 

As the above theoretical approaches show, 
organizational influences such as structure and 
culture affect an organisation’s ability to structure 
and manage their users’ involvement, to provide 
support and resources, to align the project upwards 
and downwards. 

1.2. CASE STUDY:  THE OFFICE 
MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 

The Ministry realized that more effort should be 
exerted in communicating effectively with the 
outside world. It was essentially external conditions 
and factors that “forced” the Ministry to evaluate 
and seek new technologies in the first place. In 1999, 
a number of initiatives to strengthen the use of 
information technology in the Ministry were 
proposed. Among these initiatives was the 
introduction of an electronic office management 
system. The core business of the Ministry is 
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gathering, producing, and disseminating information 
to the right recipients in a timely fashion. There are 
therefore huge amounts of memos, notes, and 
documents produced and channeled each year. As an 
example, in 2002 alone, the Ministry produced 
around 98,000 documents that were deemed archive-
worthy. There have been great expectations among 
the employees regarding the new office management 
system. Employees were promised that the  
new system would lead to more efficient and  
faster processing, easier archiving, and prompter 
document searches. 

In 2001, the Ministry signed a contract with an 
external provider tasked with developing and 
installing the system. Between summer 2002 and 
winter 2003, the work included the documentation 
of existing work processes and procedures in the 
Ministry. Our findings have shown that neither the 
employees nor the development department were 
truly involved in this phase. In addition, the project 
was managed by a project manager from the system 
provider who had no genuine knowledge of the 
Ministry’s work processes, culture, or power 
structure. This may suggest that the task of modeling 
the organization’s work processes had been 
underestimated by both the project steering 
committee (who were representing the interests of 
the Ministry) and the IS provider. Our findings also 
indicate that the system was developed and tailored 
mainly to address the needs of one group of end 
users – namely, the archivists – and to a lesser extent 
to satisfy the needs and expectations of other classes 
of end users, including those who actually author 
and produce the documents. It is also evident that 
the Ministry failed to align end users to the fact that 
introducing this new system would also mean that 
these people would also need to change the way they 
collaborate and work together. The project failed in 
fostering this understanding among those who would 
actually be using the system when it was set for 
operation. According to the original project plan, a 
pilot version of the new office management system 
was scheduled to be launched in May 2003, before 
being introduced to the rest of the organization by 
the start of 2004. However, it was quickly 
discovered after introducing the pilot version that the 
system did not live up to expectations. 

After this failed attempt, the task of documenting 
and modeling the work processes in the Ministry had 
to start over. This task was reworked from summer 
2003 to April 2004. The system provider then 
claimed that the new solution was tailored to the 
Ministry’s needs. However, it was quickly 
discovered that this was not true, and parts of this 
new system were in fact still under development. 
The system provider subsequently required the 

Ministry to upgrade its information system 
infrastructure.  

In autumn 2004, a prototype of the office 
management system was launched and ran in 
parallel to the Ministry’s infrastructure upgrade. In 
the summer of 2005, an evaluation of the new 
system was carried out, and it was concluded that a 
full deployment of the new system should take place 
in spite of different interpretations of this evaluation. 
Many believed (including external experts) the 
system was not yet fully tested and had many “infant 
ailments”. However, there was a lot of invested 
prestige in the project, and the project owner wanted 
to show “vigor.” The decision to roll out the system 
was undertaken by the Minister himself despite 
counter recommendations, and so the 
implementation of the system was rushed through 
without additional testing. It seemed that the 
Ministry was very keen to introduce the information 
technology tools. The full deployment of the new 
office management system began in September 
2005, and by June 2006 it was available to all 
executive officers and managers in the Ministry. 

From its deployment in June 2006 until 2012, the 
system faced massive opposition and criticism from 
employees at all levels in the organization. An 
evaluation of the system by end users contained 
three major operational problems: 1) the system was 
not user-friendly; 2) the system was hard to 
navigate, and documents were hard to find; and 
3) the system was not intuitive. Through several user 
surveys, the employees indicated that the new 
system was practically useless in their daily work. 
Despite improvements and simplifications in recent 
years, end users’ criticisms have not subsided, while 
the majority of the Ministry’s staff only use the 
system occasionally. The number of documents that 
were archived drastically reduced from 98,000 in 
2002 to 66,000 in 2010.  

Large amounts of resources – both human and 
financial – have been used to solve challenges in the 
wake of the massive criticism and resistance from 
users. However, after 10 years of trial and error, and 
an estimated price tag of 150 million Norwegian 
kroner (equivalent of around 20 million Euros), the 
project has still failed to meet the expectation of  
end users.  

In many ways this case study reflects how the 
Ministry organizes and runs projects, wherein 
projects lack effective adherence to the structured 
requirements of the management process, including 
a lack of stakeholder profiling, no robust processes 
or mechanisms for insuring tangible end-user 
involvement, a lack of measurability in achieving 
project objectives, and a lack of proper frames for 
measuring and evaluating project outcomes.  
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It may also be noted that in 2012, the Ministry 
decided to abandon the entire system and instead 
selected another office management solution. For 
this purpose, a new project organization was 
established in 2012 headed by a newly appointed 
project manager who had extensive experience with 
the Ministry’s working culture.  The responsibility 
of the project was handed to the department of 
organizational development rather than human 
resources. Several measures have also been taken to 
better align the top management and end users to the 
project and its expected outcome.  

In this paper we shall explore the underlying 
causes of the project’s failure in relation to 
organizational influences using interviews with key 
stakeholders actively involved in the project. The 
paper also aims to present an outline for mitigation 
strategies that have been implemented by the new 
management to ensure the proper involvement of 
end users, and the better alignment of the project 
both upwards and downwards.  

1.3. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

This study is limited to identifying the 
organizational influences in the project owner 
organization. The paper does not address all possible 
factors that could impact on the project’s outcome, 
such as people and actions, project contents, 
development processes, and environmental 
factors [6]. We should therefore acknowledge that 
other factors might have contributed to the problems 
and setbacks faced in this project. The research is 
also limited to solely examining one case study. 
Furthermore, the number of informants in the case 
study is quite limited, and we therefore have no 
strong evidence that the case is representative of all 
projects in the organization. On the other hand, the 
study could help both practitioners and decision-
makers to learn about some potential problem areas 
that might arise in large governmental organizations 
that have a strong line management focus.  

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. 
Firstly, we shall describe the data collection method 
used in the paper, and provide an overview of the 
informants who have contributed to the research. A 
total of eight informants were interviewed: six of 
these informants were involved in the project in the 
period 2002–2011, and two informants have been 
involved in the project since 2012. Findings from the 
interviews will then be presented and discussed in 
relation to the extant project management literature. 
Some conclusions and recommendations will then 
be presented. The main purpose of the conclusions 
and recommendations will be to outline the major 
organizational influences found in the case study, 
and to outline a framework for addressing these 
influences in future projects at the Ministry.  

2. DATA COLLECTION 

To investigate the impact of organizational 
influences on project development and the means of 
addressing these influences, we have conducted two 
sets of eight semi-structured interviews.  In the first 
round, we interviewed key project stakeholders who 
had been involved in the project in the period 2002–
2010. The objective of the interviews was to collect 
the informants’ perceptions of organizational 
influences in terms of the project’s culture, style, 
organizational structure, decision-making, 
knowledge, and competence. In the second round, 
we interviewed two informants who were involved 
in leading the current project (2011-2013).  

Each informant had about 60 minutes to talk 
about their experience within the project. However, 
they were encouraged to focus particularly on issues 
related to organizational influences in the Ministry 
that might have impacted performance and outcome. 
They were asked to talk about challenges they faced, 
especially in connection with the project, and were 
asked to illustrate these challenges with concrete 
examples. The interviews were conducted at a 
neutral location, such as cafe or in a meeting room, 
or by telephone due to traveling obligations. The 
informants requested full anonymity, as there is 
deep-seated skepticism of openness in the Ministry, 
particularly with regards to problematic issues; one 
informant eloquently stated that it is  

“a painful subject to talk about.” 
The aim of the second round of interviews was to 

get the informants’ perspectives on how the newly 
appointed leadership views the organizational 
influences, and to outline the main lessons learned 
from the first stage of the project. It was also 
important to get their opinions on the measures 
needed to reduce the impact of the organizational 
influences. The informants were selected based on 
their experience with the project, as shown in 
Table 1. 

3. FINDINGS 

The authors have not used any structured 
mechanism for analyzing the data collected through 
the interviews. However, during the first round of 
interviews, we have looked for aspects related to the 
following dimensions of organizational influence in 
the data: 1) organizational culture; 
2) organizational structure and established practices; 
and 3) Project management competence in the 
organization. According to McLeod and MacDonell 
[6], these three dimensions constitute the 
organizational influences. 

3.1. CONFORMIST CULTURE 

All informants noted that the conformist working 
style in the Ministry stood as a challenge, and 
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described it as a hindrance in connection to the 
organization’s ability to perform. Work culture in 
the Ministry is characterized by valuing conformity 
and consensus. This is reflected among other things 
in the way public statements are made: everyone 
should have the opportunity to comment in order 
that the statement reflects the Ministry’s collective 
position on a topic or issue. 

Table 1: Informants’ role in the project and the 
objective of the interviews 

period Informant Role Objective of 
interview 

 
2001–
2011 

Informant 1 Involved in early 
phase  (user 
representative) 

Identify 
organizational 
influences in 
terms of culture, 
style, structure, 
practices, and 
competence in 
system 
development. 

Informant 2 Involved in early 
phase and current 
project  (user 
representative) 

Informant 3 Member of the 
steering committee 

Informant 4 Representative of 
the project owner 

Informant 5 Senior adviser  
Informant 6 External 

consultant; 
assisted the 
Ministry in project 
evaluation  

2012– Informant 7 Project director in 
the organizational 
change department  

Explore lessons 
learned and 
possible 
measures to 
reduce the 
impact of 
organizational 
influences on 
new information 
system projects 

Informant  
8  

Newly appointed 
project manager  

 
The organization’s culture also values and 

expects loyalty, which often leads to a lack of 
thorough assessments on certain issues or projects. 
In the worst case, an employee’s critical remarks 
may result in implications on their career or cuts in 
their department’s budget:  

“The experts’ recommendation was to await the 
deployment of the new office system; they noted that 
system is far from finished, and they have warned 
me that I will meet massive problems. These 
recommendations were then presented to directors 
and the executive committee. I got a clear message 
to be loyal to the decision to deploy the system 
across the organization. My critical views and 
‘disloyalty’ against management had consequences 
for me and for my department later on. The annual 
budget for my department was cut by 50% in the 
following fiscal year.” 

Informants also indicated that work at the 
Ministry is characterized by a “diffidence culture.” 
Employees are reluctant to “stand out” as they may 
be stigmatized as “odd” or “uncooperative,” and this 
may have consequences for their professional career. 
For this project, several participants indicated that 
they possessed critical comments, but were 
unwilling to bring these forward, despite the fact that 
they believed that their comments would benefit the 
project’s progress.  

“My interpretation of the conclusions of the 
evaluation report for the second pilot testing was 
completely different than management’s 
understanding of this. I interpreted the results to 
mean that we had to postpone deployment to provide 
more time for adapting the system to the employees. 
Management interpreted the results of the 
evaluation in a completely different and more 
positive way. They chose to ignore the risks and go 
for full deployment. My humble attempts to make 
objections were only met with criticism  
and resistance.” 

3.2. RESISTANCE TO CHANGE 

The core work ethic in the Ministry is 
traditionally characterized by an unenthusiastic 
attitude to change. The project represented a new 
way of working, as well as for conducting 
management. Of course, this created resistance in 
the organization: 

“I think the project revealed a conflict between 
structure and individualism. The specialists did not 
want to be forced to follow a predefined work 
process. They did not want to change the way of 
working.” 

3.3. RELUCTANCE TOWARDS 
KNOWLEDGE SHARING 

The Ministry has no tradition of knowledge 
sharing. Professionals are very protective of their 
knowledge and information, which in their view is 
synonymous with power:  

“It was not surprising project faced opposition 
as it would make it easier for employees to share 
information. Older professionals feared that the new 
system would increase knowledge sharing and 
crumble internal power structures. The ‘need to 
know’ principle prevails. You should not have more 
information than is necessary to solve a problem.” 

3.4. RIGID HIERARCHAL FUNCTIONAL 
STRUCTURE 

Several of the informants attributed the poor 
performance of the requirement development to the 
hierarchical power structure in the organization. The 
Ministry has a traditional functional structure in 
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which functional managers exercise full control in 
their respective departments.  

In addition, the Ministry has very little 
experience of working in projects; matrix or hybrid 
structures are more or less unknown. There is often a 
power struggle between functional managers and 
internal projects regarding the allocation of 
resources and the prioritization of project tasks.  

“It was always a ‘battle’ with functional 
managers to get sufficient funding.” 

The functional structure also prevents functional 
managers from seeing the whole project. The 
structure often leads to the “silo-thinking,” whereby 
functional managers are only able to see their  
own needs. 

“Since it is the line that controls it is difficult to 
see the big picture. The departments’ heads are 
preoccupied with their own issues and priorities. 
There is a lack of understanding of how the project 
would benefit the entire organization. I had to fight 
to get them to see the criticality of end-user 
involvement and the need for organizational 
adaptation after deploying the results.” 

Another challenge that may be associated with 
balancing the threefold power structure in the 
Ministry is the complex task of ranking the projects 
according to their importance in the entire Ministry.  

“The Ministry’s management prioritizes all 
projects equally regardless. Therefore it is no easy 
task to get sufficient and appropriate resources from 
the top management.” 

Department managers define what is important in 
a project, and can thus deprive project managers of 
the authority they need. It can create a battle of 
priorities between the project and the departments, 
although the department managers always win. 

“As a manager you cannot get real authority. It 
is the department manager. It is difficult to manage 
a project when I do not have authority and project 
mandate has in fact no real significance.” 

The organization lacks an organizational unit that 
can view information systems projects from a 
strategic perspective.  

3.5. AUTHORITARIAN STYLE DECISION-
MAKING 

Several informants expressed that an 
authoritarian decision-making style is very prevalent 
in the Ministry. A structure which is built on a “top-
down” approach may hinder top management from 
understanding important perspectives from key 
stakeholders; in this case, end users. This can have 
serious consequences and lead to project failure. The 
direct impact of this factor on the project was the 
lack of end-user involvement in the initial phase of 
the project, which was fatal to the project’s 
development and deployment. As such, it was 

discovered too late that the organization’s way of 
working was not being taken into account in the 
design of the office management system.  

“As head of the department of organizational 
development, I saw how wrong this IT project was. 
There was not any kind of analysis or profiling of 
stakeholders, and the users were not actually 
included. There was no one who had seen the need 
to look thoroughly at how the end users are really 
working, or how we as an organization were 
interacting with the outside world and with  
each other.” 

Another picture of the power system and the 
“top-down” approach is illustrated with the 
following quotation:  

“It was the prestige of the project. It was in fact 
the Minister who decided that the project would be 
deployed despite warnings and risk factors that were 
described in the evaluation report after the initial 
pilot phase. No one, not even the steering committee, 
stood against him. It turned out in retrospect to be a 
very expensive decision.” 

All of the informants talked about a lack of real 
alignment, not only for this project, but as a general 
phenomenon in the Ministry. 

“The top political leadership of the Ministry 
initiated a major reorganization at the same time it 
was decided to introduce electronic office 
management system. It turned out that the 
reorganization was not successful due to very heavy 
resistance in the organization. The Minister did not 
want to include the project as part of organizational 
change, although it was clear that this would have 
reduced resistance in the organization. The senior 
management had therefore no understanding of the 
totality of the project and how this would affect the 
organization’s way of working and therefore the 
project lost, in many ways, the necessary 
commitment from top management leadership.” 

3.6. LACK OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
COMPETENCE 

The steering committee was well informed about 
the complexity of the project – at least formally. 
Unfortunately, the steering committee tasked with 
ensuring the quality of the project plans and 
deliverables did not have what was needed to 
oversee and control a project of this magnitude and 
complexity. 

“The steering committee did not know what to 
lead, as it is not competent or qualified to 
understand the needs of the organization. It was 
therefore difficult for the steering committee to ask 
the right and critical questions when it had no 
knowledge about the project deliverables or its 
outcome. Members of the steering committee were in 
reality only puppets. The steering group did not 
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therefore exercise the necessary control it is 
supposed to do.” 

Another informant concluded that the steering 
committee had no real expertise: 

“It seems that the steering committee of the 
project failed to understand the complexity of  
the work.” 

There was also little acknowledgement in the 
organization as to the project’s work model:  

“The Ministry identifies a project as merely a 
workgroup receiving a mandate with the objective to 
investigate some issues. In other words, they have no 
understanding of what a project is really all about 
or what benefits it should generate.” 

“The organization does not understand that a 
project is intended to create changes that should 
lead to benefits.” 

In general, specialists take the role of project 
managers; although they can be a qualified in their 
own field of expertise, they may not necessarily be 
the most appropriate project manager. Most often he 
or she lacks the experience and expertise to manage 
projects, or simply do not know the project’s 
technical deliveries: 

“I was asked to take a project manager job. I had 
no knowledge of IT projects, but felt I had to say yes 
in order to avoid any adverse consequences on my 
professional career later.” 

Being a project manager gives no special prestige 
or necessary conditions for career promotion, and so 
there is little interest in strengthening project 
expertise among the specialists. 

3.7. DISCUSSIONS 

The findings from the first round of interviews 
have shown that there were several contributing 
factors that inhibited the Ministry’s ability to 
perform proper project development management.  

3.8. FUNCTIONAL STRUCTURE 

The organizational structure is hierarchical, and 
has a strong focus on functional assignments. This 
structure influences how resources (both financial 
and human) are allocated and prioritized. Indeed, as 
noted by many authors (e.g. Kerzner [15], Meredith 
and Mantel [16],Pinto [17], this type of 
organizational structure is the most common, and 
has existed for more than two centuries [15]. 
Although this type of organization is preferred by 
many organizations, it may not be very well suited 
to performing cross-divisional project assignments, 
as each department tends to overly focus on their 
own needs and interests in the project [17]. 
Evidently, the development and the introduction of 
new office management system is a project that will 
impact several structures in the Ministry (including 
the administrative, specialist, and political structure). 

It is therefore of a multidisciplinary nature, and 
requires a more holistic approach during planning, 
implementation, and deployment. As noted by 
Meredith and Mantel [16], such a structure does not 
facilitate a holistic approach to the project because 
the cross-divisional communication and sharing of 
knowledge is at best slow and difficult.  

3.9. AUTHORITARIAN STYLE 

The findings show that an authoritarian 
management style and a “top-down” approach have 
been used in the project to communicate important 
decisions. Both the political and administrative 
leadership of the Ministry have exercised pressure to 
deploy the new office management system, despite 
warnings that this approach was risky. Although the 
organization’s autocratic style permits quick 
decision-making, informants have pointed out that 
they did not feel that their voices were being heard, 
and indicated that they felt that this style was not 
appropriate for this type of project assignment. 
Prabhakar [18] examined the impact of leadership 
styles on project performance, and concluded that 
leaders who employ transformational leadership (i.e. 
the conscious ability to maneuverer from one 
leadership approach to another), hold their 
subordinates’ trust, maintain their faith and respect, 
and appeal to their expectations enjoy more project 
success. Thite [19] recognized that there is no 
leadership style that is effective in all project 
situations. The authoritarian style impacted the 
Ministry’s ability to align the project both upwards 
and downwards. Several authors have stressed the 
importance of regarding projects as tools for value 
creation in an organization [20-22]. In this respect, 
the findings may suggest that there is a weak or 
missing alignment between the project and the 
ambitious plan of restructuring the entire Ministry. 
Failing to connect the IS project to higher-level 
objectives may explain the reason behind the lack of 
enthusiasm and commitment, and the high degree of 
resistance against the project in the Ministry.  

Basu, et al. [9] argue that the involvement of top 
management is of paramount importance for the 
successful implementation of major IS projects, with 
their involvement seemingly more important than 
that of the project organization.  

3.10. LACK OF PROJECT MANAGEMENT 
COMPETENCE IN THE PROJECT 
OWNER ORGANIZATION 

Hong and Kim [10] demonstrated that a project’s 
early phases and its preparation are of most 
importance for its success. This is especially true in 
connection with major projects that require changes 
in an organization. It is very important that 
management understands their organization’s 
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structure if it is to succeed in the implementation of 
complex projects where deliveries have a direct 
impact on the organization and its working methods. 
Lack of competence can impact the organization’s 
ability to handle issues such as 1) uncertainty about 
the intended use/operational scenarios of the product 
[23], 2) multiplicity of end-users and their 
expectations to the project outcome, resulting in 
complications regarding prioritization and selection 
of requirements, 3) identification of project success 
criteria and related critical success factors and 
4) finally difficulties associated with ambiguity and 
clarity of requirements expressed by end-users and 
other stakeholders [24-27]. Commitment of 
resources, selection of skilled and experienced 
project leader, assigning proper authority level, 
providing support and creating accountability are 
some of the measures the project owner organization 
could create to provide the right structure to deliver 
the project as intended. 

Hong and Kim [10] have stressed that the 
successful implementation of IS systems depends 
upon the organization having a structure that is 
adapted to the changes. This requires management to 
commit to the project as a means of organizational 
changes, rather than technical software installation 
[28, 29]. Lack of competence is reflected in the 
selection of internal project managers who oversee 
the project, communicate with contractors, etc. 
Interviewees stated that the Ministry’s management 
or steering committee did not understand the needs 
of the organization. The results from the interviews 
showed that a principal shortcoming was that the 
project did not take into account the changes that 
have to be implemented in the organization in order 
for the system to work. However, the department 
responsible for organizational development was not 
included in the crucial early stages. The first 
department only came in after much pressure and 
many negotiations, by which time it was very late in 
the project process. This resulted in a lot of 
resistance from the organization in connection with 
implementation and application. The organization 
was neither prepared nor organized in relation to the 
changes in the system which would lead to new 
ways of working. According to Hong and Kim [10], 
this situation is prevalent; they have reported that 
three of four organizations have had similar 
problems with organizational changes.  

3.11. CULTURAL CHALLENGES 

Various definitions of organizational culture have 
been proposed in literature, some examples are 
shown in Table 2. However, a general consensus has 
not been achieved because researchers use diverse 
theoretical approached, assumptions, and interpret 
similar cultural phenomena in different ways [30].  

Table 2. Some definition of organizational culture 

Literature Definition 
Schein [31] A pattern of basic assumptions that are 

invented, discovered, or developed by a 
given group as it learns to cope with 
problems of external adaptation and internal 
integration and that have worked well 
enough to be considered valid. 

Hofstede 
[32] 

The collective programming of the mind 
that distinguishes the members of one 
organization from others 

Alvesson 
[33] 

An umbrella concept for a way of thinking 
which takes a serious interest in cultural and 
symbolic phenomena.  

 

Pinto [17] defines the organizational culture as 
the third contextual variable in how projects are 
managed effectively. Culture is the unwritten rules 
of behaviors or norms that are shared by a subset of 
the organization, and thus which shape and guide the 
behavior of employees. According to Pinto [17], 
culture is a product of many factors, including the 
type of work, environment, geography, reward 
systems, procedures, key members, and critical 
incidents. Butler [34] has described systems 
development practices in large multinational 
organizations, where the social matrix and identity 
of the organization are shaped by a dominant group 
of employees, namely engineers. 

All these factors shape the working culture of an 
organization; therefore changing the organizational 
culture is not a matter of will. Organizational culture 
affects how departments are expected to interact; it 
influences the extent of employees’ commitment to 
the goals of the project, as well as influencing the 
project planning process, and how managers 
evaluate performance.  

Doolin [35] and Wilson and Howcroft [36] have 
conducted empirical studies which show that the 
introduction of a system can be problematic in 
situations where workers have a strong professional 
culture, identity, autonomy, or level of unionization. 
Problems can arise when the whole system – or parts 
of it – is perceived as challenging traditional 
professional values, roles, status, and work 
conditions, undermining or threatening individual or 
collective identities, and making work practices 
more transparent. 

The findings show that the work culture in the 
Ministry can be described according to two features: 

1) Conformist working culture. The findings 
show that the Ministry’s organizational culture is an 
obstacle to the effective involvement of end users. 
The Ministry’s career promotion mechanism (a 
reward system) may also impact its organizational 
culture, creating a culture of diffidence in which 
loyalty is forced upwards. The question is how the 
Ministry can overcome this ‘diffidence culture,’ 
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which seems to be inhibitory to the requirement 
process in which new and possibly unpopular 
decisions have to be adopted. As such, the 
Ministry’s culture seems to prevent real and 
effective decision-making, and so the threshold to 
tell ‘where the shoe pinches’ should be lower. 

Conformity is a subject’s behavior or attitude 
following those of the object [37]. The object can be 
organizations, individuals or subgroups. Conformity 
involves social pressures, which relate to the 
influence that individuals have over one other [38]; 
examples are compliance pressures, obedience and 
peer pressure. 

Normative conformity is the result of normative 
influence and has been given significant attention in 
literature Normative conformity is the result of a 
strategic effort of the individual to be accepted and 
to avoid social rejection, hostility or disapproval 
from others [39], regardless of whether the object of 
conformity is right of wrong [38]. Normative 
conformity has a direct impact on the organization’s 
creative and innovative capacity, and consequently it 
affects the organization’s responses to stressful 
situations and changes, as Pech [40] suggests. The 
author (ibid) explains that a dominant culture of 
conformity perpetuates the status quo and 
followership. Chong and Syarifuddin [41] suggest 
that a project manager that experience  
conformity pressure has more tendency to continue  
a failing project.  

2) Resistance to change. According to the 
informants, the prevailing culture in the Ministry is 
one in which innovation and new thinking is rarely 
promoted. Neumann and Leira [42] studied several 
cases of organizational change in the Ministry, and 
concluded that changes in the Ministry originate 
externally, rather than from within the organization 
itself. The Ministry has a traditional work culture 
that fights for the status quo, thereby inhibiting the 
introduction of new ways of working. This appeared 
in at its most marked in connection with the 
introduction of the new office management system. 
Resistance to change has been defined as “an 
adherence to any attitudes or behaviours that thwart 
organisational change goals and “any conduct that 
serves to maintain the status quo in the face of 
pressure to alter the status quo” [43]. The author 
(ibid) have shown that resistance to change is 
correlated with lack of affective commitment among 
employees. Affective Organizational Commitment 
(AOC) occurs when the goals of the individuals and 
the organizations become increasingly integrated or 
the identity of the individual is linked to the 
organization [44]. AOC is believed to encourage 
behaviors that are beneficial for the organization 
such as performance and intention to stay in the 
organization [45]. Other forms of commitment have 

been proposed in the organizational literature [i.e. 
46, 47] such as continuance and normative 
commitment. However, affective commitment is 
considered the one with the strongest and most 
consistent relation to desirable outcomes [3]. 

One reason for the project’s lack of acceptance 
was resistance within the Ministry, which might be 
directly related to affective organizational 
commitments. The top administrative leader and 
several older expeditionary leaders found it was not 
necessary to learn and use the office management 
system, and continued to send handwritten memos 
and instructions for their secretaries to type. In the 
wake of this resistance to new working methods, 
several other departments completely sabotaged the 
project as a result of top management’s actions. In 
the Ministry, the type of work conducted is quite 
complex: it is based on political and cross-cultural 
knowledge, and therefore persevering relationships 
and ensuring stability is of vital importance. This 
cultural factor goes some way to explain the 
skepticism towards the new system. The ability to 
share knowledge and information is a characteristic 
of an organization’s working culture, yet the 
interviews suggested that there is culture of 
withholding information. Milne [48] emphasized 
that one of the biggest challenges for a knowledge 
organization is knowledge sharing: “it is the 
fundamental requirement of a knowledge-based 
organization. In particular, organizations where there 
is a fortified culture among staff to safeguard 
information, rather than sharing it with others.” 
Umble, et al. [49] highlight how an organizational 
culture that is receptive to change and continuous 
improvement can facilitate the implementation  
and acceptance of changes associated with  
an ERP system.  

 

4. CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings of the first round of interviews have 
shown that the compound effect of the Ministry’s 
organizational structure, level of competence, and 
working culture have greatly influenced the 
performance and outcome of the project.  

4.1. END USERS’ LEVEL OF 
INVOLVEMENT DURING THE EARLY 
PHASE 

The findings suggest that a major obstacle to end-
user involvement is a combination of the conformist 
working culture in the organization and the total lack 
of project management competence in the Ministry. 
The Ministry’s career promotion mechanism (reward 
system) may have also impacted its organizational 
culture, and may have created a culture of 
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diffidence, forced conformity and loyalty moving 
upwards. As such, the Ministry’s culture seems to 
prevent real and effective involvement.  

4.2. THE INABILITY TO PREPARE AND 
COMMIT THE ENTIRE ORGANIZATION 
TO THE CHANGES BROUGHT ABOUT 
BY THE NEW SYSTEM 

The findings suggest that a combination of the 
Ministry’s authoritarian style and inherent culture of 
resistance to change have impacted on its ability to 
effectively prepare and commit stakeholders to the 
project and the changes it will create in the 
organization. Failing to align the project both 
upwards and downwards explains the reasons behind 
this lack of enthusiasm, and the resistance against 
the project during planning and deployment. In the 
Ministry, the type of work conducted is quite 
complex and is of a political and cross-cultural 
nature; therefore preserving relationships and 
stability is of vital importance. This cultural  
factor perhaps explains the skepticism towards the 
new system. 

4.3. THE ABILITY TO TAKE MANAGERIAL 
DECISIONS BASED ON HOLISTIC 
UNDERSTANDING OF THE PROJECT 

The Ministry’s threefold power structure has 
produced a rigid authoritarian and functional 
management structure that has directly impacted on 
both the organization’s ability to provide support 
and resources, and their means to plan and execute 
according to best practices. The structure has a 
strong focus on assignments, and this focus has 
influenced how resources – both financial and 
human – were allocated and prioritized in the 
project. These findings are consistent with the 
project management literature, which affirms that 
this structure does not facilitate a holistic approach 
to the project, as the cross-divisional nature of 
communication and knowledge sharing is slow and 
difficult at best. A total lack of competence 
regarding the project’s principles also created a 
situation that made it difficult for the steering group 
to exercise control. This was reflected in the 
selection of internal project managers for overseeing 
the project, communicating with contractors, and  
so forth.  

Did the Ministry learn anything from the 
failed first phase (2001-2011)? 

The period 2001–2011 has been judged a 
learning phase for the Ministry. In 2011, the 
Ministry decided that “something” has to be done in 
order to put the information system to effective use. 
In 2012, a new project director was appointed, who 
was given the mandate to take the failed information 
management system to the “next phase.” Efforts 

were made and there are some general outcomes that 
have already taken place in the new phase of the 
project. These efforts include: 

The old system was replaced with an “off the 
shelf” system with no special development phase or 
state-of-the-art product.  

The new system is the same as at other 
ministries. It is thus more in tune with what the other 
departments are using, which facilities interaction 
with other ministries and eliminates the need for 
modifications to interfaces.  

A proper requirement process has been launched 
and implemented.  

There have been several “fights,” and a number 
of efforts have been made to establish acceptance of 
a sound and proper context for performing project 
requirement management. This was a critical 
element, as the Ministry’s top management (project 
owner) did not understand that the requirement 
process was an integral part of the process. 

Furthermore, the informants have reported  
that the following concrete measures have  
been undertaken:  

1) Improving project management skills in the 
owner organization 

A new project director has been appointed, who 
has demonstrated solid managerial skills and strong 
results in restructuring and modernizing the 
organization. The project director agreed to take on 
the position on the condition that a project manager 
runs the “next phase.” The newly appointed project 
manager was an external expert, but had been 
working on various projects with the Ministry as an 
external project manager. Besides this, the new 
project manager knew and understood the working 
culture without being a part of it. Therefore the 
project manager can pinpoint the obstacles/problems 
with the previous system without losing credibility 
or jeopardizing his own career. The new project 
manager is a sharp observer who appreciates the 
need to involve end users, as well as the awareness 
of the cultural and the structural barriers in the 
Ministry. The project manager has thus a unique 
combination of strong project managerial skills and 
an understanding of the internal structure and culture 
of the organization. 

2) Investing in project requirement process at 
an early stage  

The top priority for the new project team was to 
establish a valid system for performing requirement 
management. They wanted to document, analyze, 
validate, and control the requirements according to 
established best practices, so the first thing they did 
was to define its vision and scope. The vision for the 
new information management system was to see the 
new system as an integrated part of end users’ work 
processes. The way the end user utilizes and 



Bassam A. Hussein, Kristin H. Hafseld / International Journal of Computing, 13(4) 2014, 227-239 

 

 237

processes information on a daily basis should be the 
starting point of integrating the system into their 
work process.  

Furthermore, the new project manager 
determined that, if the new system was to be a 
success, it should be mandatory for all employees. 
No end users should get away with not using the 
system in their daily work (tasks). As such, the 
system had to be viewed by the end users in a 
completely new way: they had to feel that the system 
was an integrated part of their daily workflow, and 
the information systems’ functions should be 
integrated into their work process. It should not been 
seen as a “painful” add-on (as in the past), or as a 
complicated and difficult process that was hard to 
understand or use in their daily work. 

The project manager documented the basic 
requirements of the end users through different 
methods, such as observation, interviews, 
workshops, etc. Moreover, all the leaders – 
including those at the critical middle-level 
management level – were interviewed. The middle-
level leaders should accept the new system, as they 
are now role models for the rest of the organization. 
Another success criterion of the project was the full 
acceptance of the new system from the middle-level 
management.  

“Every manager on this level should be  
‘on board’.” 

4.4. FINAL REMARKS AND 
SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE 
RESEARCH  

This case study indicates that the impact of 
organizational influences on project outcomes 
should not be underestimated. This case study also 
demonstrates that some of these organizational 
influences are addressable through concrete and 
direct measures, such as enhancing project 
management competences, the allocation of better 
resources, better funding, and through applying 
structuring methods for determining requirements. 
However, there are other factors that are usually 
deeply rooted in employees’ procedures, minds and 
hearts, which limit the organization’s ability to 
involve, align, and manage a project’s key 
stakeholders in an appropriate manner. Therefore, 
the author’s main conclusion is that these factors 
remain unresolved. These include an absence of a 
holistic approach and unified way of managing 
projects in the Ministry. Projects are still run within 
the boundary of a line organization, and this has 
caused the Ministry to fail in seeing projects as a 
part of organizational development and knowledge 
sharing in the Ministry. Also, organizational 
development and attempts to change the way people 

work and interact is still met with greater resistance 
to change within the organization.  

In our future research work, we will study the 
underlying causes and impacts on information 
systems projects at the Ministry, as resistance to 
change is still very much rooted in their work ethic. 
Further studies should also look into the ways in 
which external political and environmental factors 
contribute to this factor, particularly how the 
threefold power structure contributes to resistance to 
change. Research should also investigate possible 
ways to enhance project maturity in the organization 
so as to enhance project development. 
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