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Abstract 
This dissertation aims to contribute to strategic change research by adopting a 

practice-based perspective. While strategic change processes on the organizational 
level have received significant attention in previous research, a practice-based perspec-
tive on change has not been sufficiently considered. A practice perspective on strategy 
has been suggested and established as ‘strategy-as-practice’, which so far has mainly 
concentrated on processes of strategy formation rather than strategic change. This 
study intends to shed light on strategic change by taking a practice-based perspective 
and investigating organizational practices enacting and constructing change processes. 

Based on an inductive, longitudinal, in-depth case study on a European manufac-
turing company that was undergoing a planned strategic change process, the study in-
vestigates two related research questions. Firstly, it explores which organizational 
practices change participants engaged in to construct and enact strategic change and, 
secondly, it examines how these change practices aided in the social construction of 
change. It does so by adopting a social constructionist perspective and the understand-
ing that reality such as organizational change is socially constructed through situated 
discursive interaction. By emphasizing interrelational activities of individuals, this 
practice-based perspective penetrates into the internal life of processes and makes the 
reflective and performative activity of change participants the main unit of analysis.  

As a result of this research I was able to identify and describe a repertoire of 
change practices that actors engaged in to enact strategic change. The repertoire in-
cluded the practices of (1) change process design, (2) change process evaluation, and 
(3) coordination and experience sharing that focus on drafting and crafting the change 
process; (4) objective refining and clarification, (5) identity and community building, 
(6) establishing new language, and (7) training and learning that concentrate on inter-
preting and disseminating the content aspects of change; and (8) establishing connect-
edness and relatability and (9) (re-)integration that involves embedding and connecting 
the change process in its context.  

This work is highly descriptive in that it provides a detailed account of these 
change practices, how they were enacted and how they contributed to the construction 
of strategic change. The present study is among the first to empirically identify and 
portray change practices and is able to locate them in the wider context of strategy-as-
practice and strategizing. It therefore provides a valuable contribution to the ‘practice 
turn’ in management, change process theories, and offers guidance for practitioners 
engaging in change initiatives. 
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1. Introduction  
In the past few years a shift has occurred in the strategy process research and lit-

erature towards a micro- and activity-perspective of strategy. Whereas much of the 
conventional literature on strategy assumes that a strategy is something an organiza-
tion has, this thesis assumes an activity perspective. In accordance with the emerging 
field of strategy-as-practice (s-as-p), strategy is viewed as something organizational 
members do and enact. The strategy process involves people making, formulating, im-
plementing and executing strategies (Johnson, Langley, Melin, & Whittington, 2007).  

In this sense, strategy is not just a property of an organization, something a firm 
has−like a plan, a position or a direction−but also something that an organization and 
its various participants do and engage in. “The problem of doing strategy, how is it 
done, who does it and what they use to do it, is important for both practitioners and 
strategy theorists” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 1) and constitutes the focal point of the strat-
egy-as-practice domain. “The focus of this approach is on strategy as social ‘practice’, 
on how the practitioners of strategy really act and interact” (Whittington, 1996: 731). 

Based on an ‘activity-based view’ (Johnson, Melin, & Whittington, 2003; Jarzab-
kowski, 2005) and building on a general ‘practice turn’ in social theory (Schatzki, 
Knorr-Cetina, & Von Savigny, 2001; Reckwitz, 2002), strategy is perceived as a social 
practice similar to many other practices. “Specifically, from a social practice perspec-
tive, strategy is enacted through a set of social interactions, routines and conversations 
through which managers and others project a direction for their firm and activate it” 
(Denis, Langley, & Rouleau, 2007: 196). “Strategy is conceptualized as a situated, so-
cially accomplished activity” (Jarzabkowski, Balogun, & Seidl, 2007: 8), while strate-
gizing, the doing of strategy (Johnson et al., 2003), comprises “those actions, interac-
tions and negotiations of multiple actors and the situated practices that they draw upon 
in accomplishing that activity” (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007: 8). 

This definition of strategy embraces all the conversations, activities, routines and 
interactions which contribute to activating and transforming an organization’s direc-
tion on a daily basis. “Like any other social practice, strategy, carried out through in-
dividual discourse and action, is contextually embedded in a set of social, political, and 
economic relations” (Denis et al., 2007: 197). Activity is considered strategic to the 
extent that it is consequential for the strategic outcome, direction, survival and com-
petitive advantage of the firm (Johnson et al., 2003; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007).  
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Following this general practice turn, strategy-as-practice is concerned with “how 
the practitioners of strategy really act and interact” (Whittington, 1996: 731) in the 
whole strategy formation process. “It focuses upon those specific, situated practices 
that practitioners engage when they are doing strategy” (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007: 
13). 

The strategy-as-practice field positions itself and builds on the tradition of strategy 
process research yet departing from it in several ways. Similarities include the ‘hu-
manization’ of the arena of strategic management, the legitimization of small sample, 
in-depth studies and the establishment of a dynamic view of strategy (Johnson et al., 
2003; Jarzabkowski, 2005). However, acknowledging that strategy process research 
has opened up the ‘black box’ between inputs and outcomes of the organization (Van 
de Ven, 1993a; Johnson et al., 2003), a practice-based approach drills further down 
into the micro and activity level of organizational life. Brown and Duguid (2000: 95) 
identify the main differentiation in that practice is the “internal life of process.” 
Whereas strategy process studies have mainly been concerned with systems, processes 
and outcomes on the organizational level, the aim of the practice turn in management 
is to identify, describe and theorize about the practical activity and interaction of peo-
ple (Whittington, 1996; Johnson et al., 2007). “Our concern is with how organizational 
level initiatives are pursued in terms what people actually do” (Johnson et al., 
2007:13). Consequently, this places importance not only on what is done in the strat-
egy process, but also on how it is done. (Whittington, 2006) 

Another variation in the strategy process literature is the degree and nature of 
managerial agency (Johnson et al., 2003; Jarzabkowski, 2005). Besides a concern with 
the role of top and middle managers in process research, a practice perspective broad-
ens this approach to include other organizational actors such as lower level employees 
and change agents (Whittington, 2006; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). Furthermore, it 
deepens the investigation by focusing on situated, practical activity, or what people do 
in practice and how actors at different levels interact to shape strategy (Jarzabkowski, 
2005; Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007). “This reinstatement of agency in stra-
tegic action is located within the wider ‘practice turn’ in the social sciences, which has 
arisen in response to a general dissatisfaction with the prescriptive models and frame-
works arising from normal science modes of research” (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007: 6). 

Moreover, practice-based approaches have been defined by characteristics of plu-
rality (Johnson et al., 2007), plurality of dependent variables, levels of analysis, actors 
and theories. This is done in an attempt to overcome many of the dichotomies of the 
strategy literature such as content/process, intended/emergent, thinking/acting or for-
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mulation/implementation and to overcome these polarized categories in the on-going 
practice of strategy (Jarzabkowski, 2005).  

Despite the attempt to surmount these dichotomies by being inclusive of the vari-
ous categories and by spanning them, much of the strategy-as-practice literature has so 
far predominantly focused on strategy making rather than strategy implementation and 
change (Whittington, 1996; Johnson et al., 2003; Regnér, 2003; Denis et al., 2007). 
“Strategy as practice shifts the analytic focus on how strategy is constructed rather 
than how firms change” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 5). Also Hendry and Seidl (2003: 178) 
observed that “for the most part, theorists of practice have been concerned with conti-
nuity rather than change, and have given little attention to the question of how, if at all, 
the structures and routines of an organization or other social system might be signifi-
cantly altered.” Whittington (2003: 119) emphasizes research opportunities in discov-
ering how the work of “strategy-making and organization design” is carried out, with-
out including the wider notion of strategy formation or more specifically strategic 
change and implementation. This approach is further corroborated by the focus of the 
strategy-as-practice literature on routinized, every-day discourse and action, day-to-
day activity (Johnson et al., 2003; Denis et al., 2007), and the routine as opposed to the 
change (Whittington, 2003).  

Nevertheless, strategic change is perceived as an important aspect of the strategy 
process and consequently also immanent to a practice-based perspective of strategy. 
Furthermore, strategic change and change processes are placed at the core of organiza-
tional analysis and strategic management (Zan, Zambon, & Pettigrew, 1993; Pettigrew, 
Woodman, & Cameron, 2001; Van de Ven & Poole, 2005). Pettigrew et al. (1999: 6) 
contend that one of the most prominent internal factors in explaining organizational 
performance differences is “the ability to manage the process of organizational change 
and to customize it to fit local conditions.” Organizational change has long been rec-
ognized as a very important aspect of practical business life and a ubiquitous theme in 
organization, management and strategy research. Since strategic change and develop-
ment constitute one of the most convoluted organizational issues, remaining chal-
lenges and unsolved problems within this research field are still plentiful (Greenwood 
& Hinings, 1996). With respect to the practical execution and management of strategic 
change efforts, many initiatives still turn out to be failures. The management of change 
is replete with difficulties, as most organizations have built-in sources of inertia and 
resistance to change (Katz & Kahn, 1980).  

Despite a lot of attention and research conducted on organizational change, the 
complex ways a change process unfolds are still hard to grasp, describe, explain or 



Introduction  5 

manage (Kanter, 1983; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995), and difficult to predict or control 
(Burke & Litwin, 1992). Not only the practical execution but also the scholarly inves-
tigation and theorization of strategic change processes pose great challenges to re-
searchers, as information and data about them are inconsistent, controversial and 
messy (Langley, 1999). Moreover, a lot of research on change processes that is taking 
a contingency or variance theory perspective has been criticized as being aprocessual, 
acontextual and ahistorical (Pettigrew, 1985a). In an attempt to remedy this critique, 
prominent academics like Pettigrew (1985a; 1987; 1992), Van de Ven (1992; 1993a; 
Van de Ven & Poole, 1995), Nutt (2003), and Dawson (2003a) have stressed that a 
contextual and processual understanding of change has to be adopted in order to 
achieve a better comprehension and improved effectiveness of organizational change 
processes. A processual or contextual understanding of process recognizes the inherent 
dynamics of change by including antecedent conditions, processual dynamics and con-
textual variables as well as their mutual influence on each other (Pettigrew, 1987). 
Also in the strategic change process literature, studies have been called for that more 
thoroughly include multiple contexts and levels of analysis as well as time, history, 
process and action (Pettigrew et al., 2001). The specific situated activities of organiza-
tional actors have therefore attracted increased attention. As Mintzberg (1994a: 281) 
rightfully and rhetorically asks: “How can an organization transform itself simply by 
thinking up a new strategy?” The concern in strategic change research has shifted to 
the question of “how organizational level initiatives are pursued in terms what people 
actually do… [and] what people do to enact change” (Johnson et al., 2007: 13). How-
ever, Johnson and colleagues (2007: 13) also observed that “at this level of people’s 
activities work on strategic change initiatives remains a significant research opportu-
nity.” 

This micro and activity perspective on change, as advanced by some strategy-as-
practice scholars, builds on the processual/contextual approach of strategy process re-
search and theories but refines the level and unit of analysis from the organizational 
process to the individual action and interaction of organizational actors (Whittington, 
1996; Johnson et al., 2007). Whereas strategy process literature deals with change 
processes and change outcomes mainly at the macro level of the firm (Johnson et al., 
2003), strategy-as-practice drills further down into the process and takes the analysis 
to the micro level of people’s activity and interaction, dealing with the practices strate-
gists engage in.  

Despite its primary focus on strategy making and formation there are some contri-
butions in the strategy-as-practice field that include or explicitly focus on and call for 
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strategic change and implementation research (Denis et al., 2007). There are two gen-
eral ways the strategy-as-practice literature deals with the phenomenon of change. The 
first and predominant approach to change is to look at the “routine and discursive na-
ture of strategic episodes to understand how change emerges through recursiveness 
and continuity rather than radical breakdown” (Denis et al., 2007: 199). Through eve-
ryday discourse and action strategy actors ensure the “mediation between action and 
cognition through on-going talk and thus contribute to the structuration of strategic 
change processes” (Denis et al., 2007: 198). Jarzabkowski (2004) maintains that prac-
tice implies repetitive performance or routinization leading to recursiveness. Addi-
tional adaptive characteristics of strategizing practice as an on-going social process 
enable both stability and change. Changing practice therefore may be explained by 
theories of social becoming (Sztompka, 1991; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). The notion of 
becoming is based on a perception of on-going emergent change of organizational 
processes and routines through the repetitive and iterative performance of such rou-
tines by human actors (Orlikowski, 1996; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; Feldman, 2003). The 
practice-based research approach mainly focuses on understanding how strategy, 
strategizing, organizational routine and practice changes emerge through repetitious 
performance and the day-to-day execution of those practices and routines. The work of 
Balogun and Johnson (2004; 2005) is one such example of research that concentrates 
on social processes of interaction resulting in developing schemata that lead to emer-
gent change outcomes.  

Very little research has been conducted that takes the second approach and di-
rectly focuses on and identifies specific organizational practices supporting and enact-
ing deliberate or planned change. One such study (Rouleau, 2002, 2005) has examined 
the role of middle managers and has identified sensemaking and sensegiving practices 
used by middle managers to interpret and sell change. Another study reports on prac-
tices for successful product development (Orlikowski, 2002), which also represent a 
form of change process. There is only very little research, though, that has identified or 
described specific managerial practices used to design, implement, construct and ad-
vance strategic change initiatives. Balogun’s and her colleagues’ study (2005) is a rare 
example; it discusses particular activities in their organizational context which lead to 
‘boundary shaking’ change. The empirical examination of the activities of change 
agents, which implement change across internal organizational boundaries, provides a 
valuable advancement of the strategy-as-practice domain and insights into the micro 
level activities that are constructing change processes. Even the authors maintain, 
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“there is little research studying the roles and practices of internal change agents at all” 
(Balogun et al., 2005: 261). 

The lack of understanding of the micro activities and interactions of change agents 
and other organizational actors in constructing and enacting strategic change processes 
is a topic that has therefore been recognized as an on-going important challenge in the 
literature. Hendry and Seidl  (2003: 177), for example, ask “how, other than by incre-
mental adaptation to external pressures or incremental changes arising as a by-product 
of the systems of reproduction (as language, for example, changes with each applica-
tion), can the structures and institutions of recursively self-reproducing systems, in this 
case organizations, ever change?” They go on by arguing that “organizations…find it 
difficult to establish strategic practices that are capable of transcending the structural 
constraints of the organization” (Hendry & Seidl, 2003: 178) because “organizational 
change cannot be ordered to happen” (Kanter, Stein, & Jick, 1992: 6). 

The importance of specific practices carried out in episodes for the construction of 
strategic change has been discussed by Hendry and Seidl (2003: 184) who argue that 
“by creating episodes the organization can distance itself from itself in such a way as 
to allow it to observe itself and from that position initiate a change of its structures…. 
[as] a transformation process usually requires a stepping out of the existing manage-
ment process―since these processes are set to sustain the ‘old’ cognitive perspective.” 
However, they discuss the features of those episodes more from a structural perspec-
tive, evaluating their structural initiation, termination and set-up as influential factors 
for change processes. They leave open the issue of activities that might occur within 
those episodes and that are constructive of change processes. The gap in understanding 
of activities that construct change processes is further highlighted by Tsoukas and Chia 
(2002: 568, italics in original) who assert that “as well as not knowing a lot about the 
micro-processes of change, we do not know enough about how change is actually ac-
complished.” 

This thesis intends to address these shortcomings in the change and strategy-as-
practice literature focusing on the nexus between s-as-p and the strategic change proc-
ess domain. Within this study I assert that greater attention should be given to the prac-
tices of interaction of the participants in organizational change that construct and enact 
strategic change processes. Therefore, this study is based on the dual contention that 
change and implementation are an important element of the strategy process, strategy 
formation and strategizing, and that the investigation of change practices as the ‘inter-
nal life of change process’ has the potential to yield further insightful comprehension 
of the social construction of change. 
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To highlight the specific focus on strategic change process a statement by Jarzab-
kowski (2005) about ‘doing strategy’ could be adapted to ‘doing change’. The problem 
of doing strategic change, how it is done, who does it and what they use to do it, is 
important for both practitioners and change theorists. Thus, change is not only a proc-
ess that happens to a firm in an emergent fashion, it is also something a firm and its 
multiple actors engage in and enact deliberately. Change only materializes through the 
action and interaction of organizational actors in context. Hence, to better understand 
the unfolding and dynamics of change processes within firms, one has to study the ac-
tivities that the organizational actors engage in to enact and construct the situated 
change process in context. “Although we know from studies that examine the way in-
terpretations of change initiatives develop through time that these [actors and] recipi-
ent processes of interaction are key during change, they remain an under-explored re-
search avenue” (Balogun & Johnson, 2005: 1576). 

Consequently, this work positions itself at the intersection of strategic change 
process theory and strategy-as-practice literature. It intends to provide further insights 
into the activities or practices that organizational actors and change participants en-
gage in within a strategic change process that intends to deliberately alter the organiza-
tion. These change-related activities will be labeled change practices.  

Accordingly, this study addresses the following research questions: 

• Which practices do organizational actors engage in to enact, construct and ad-
vance strategic change processes? 

• What is their role and how do those practices aid in the social construction of 
strategic change? 

Research objective and contribution 

By answering the research questions, this dissertation intends to make several con-
tributions to the strategy-as-practice and strategic change process literature as well as 
to change management praxis. Firstly, the study intends to contribute empirical in-
sights to the strategy-as-practice field by identifying and comprehensively describing 
specific practices important for the enactment of strategic change. Enactment is per-
ceived in the sense described by Weick (1988: 306) as “when people act, they bring 
events and structures into existence and set them in motion”. Secondly, this study pro-
vides a contribution to the further extension of the practice literature into the field of 
strategic change, complementing the concentration of strategizing on strategy making 
and formulation with practices of change and implementation. Thirdly, it adds further 
depth into the micro and activity level of analysis to the strategic change process tradi-
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tion by illuminating specific practices that change participants engage in to enact 
change processes. Fourthly, by developing a tentative framework of change practices, 
this thesis supports the spanning of several dichotomies of much of the strategy proc-
ess literature. Finally, based on a thorough empirical field study, it provides compre-
hensive descriptions of ‘successful’ change practices that played an important role in 
the construction and enactment of change processes. This will support change practi-
tioners in the understanding and potentially the planning and execution of strategic 
change processes. As stated by Johnson and his colleagues (2003: 5), “much of the 
influential literature on strategy, important as it is, has left the manager bereft of in-
sights, let alone guidelines for action, at this micro level.” This thesis intends to pro-
vide assistance for practitioners in their change endeavors by providing relevant in-
sights and increasing their understanding of the practices at work in constructing stra-
tegic change processes. As Tsoukas and Chia (2002: 568, italics in original) remarked 
“change programs…need to be made to work on any given occasion, they do not work 
themselves out.” The change practices identified within this research will provide 
valuable insights into how a change process can be made to work. 

My findings allow for a formulation of a tentative framework of change practices 
involved in the enactment and construction of strategic change processes that will be 
introduced and discussed in this thesis. The change practices identified and the change 
practice framework developed here, represent a contribution in the form of what Tsou-
kas and Chia (2002: 572, italics in original) called (and called for) performative ac-
counts. These “focus on situated human agency unfolding in time [and] offer us in-
sights into the actual emergence and accomplishment of change―They are accounts of 
change par excellence.” The study therefore contributes to strategy-as-practice re-
search by empirically identifying and describing practices of change as part of the 
overall strategizing and strategy formation process. It also contributes to the strategy 
process literature by specifying detailed activities of change actors within strategic 
change processes. It does so by adopting a social constructionist epistemology and the 
understanding that reality, including that of strategic change in organizations, is so-
cially constructed by means of communication and interaction in context (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967; Kieser, 2002b). By emphasizing interrelational activities between 
actors, constructionism and strategy-as-practice theories share the perception of the 
significance of these individuals in organizational processes and their interpretation 
and joint construction of reality.  
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Research strategy and methodology 

The objective of this study as well as its epistemological positioning encouraged 
and required the use of a qualitative, explorative, inductive research design of an in-
depth, longitudinal case study to capture the contextual richness and complexity as 
well as the temporal dynamics of change processes (Pettigrew, 1990; Yin, 2003). This 
methodology speaks to what Mintzberg has identified as a gap between theory and 
practice. “Within the field of management studies there has been increasing awareness 
of the fact that students of management have made the mistake of constructing analyti-
cal models of the management process based on theoretical and normative assump-
tions which hold little, if any, relationship to the actual social situations faced by the 
majority of managerial personnel” (Mintzberg, 1973; cited by Reed, 1984: 273). The 
use of a detailed case study also aims at the contextualization of micro-actions. “Mi-
cro-phenomena need to be understood in their wider social context” (Jarzabkowski et 
al., 2007: 6). The activity-based and practice view, applied here, is concerned with the 
consequential details of strategizing and changing. “It goes inside organizations, their 
strategies and their processes, to investigate what is actually done and by whom” 
(Johnson et al., 2003: 5) to uncover how strategy and change are socially constructed. 
“If we are to understand how change is actually accomplished, change must be ap-
proached from within… as a performance enacted in time” (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002: 
572, italics in original). 

Consequently, a close research partnership was initiated with a leading European 
company that manufactures and sells high-end technology, systems and tools, and 
which was undergoing a substantial strategic change at the time of the study. I will 
refer to this company throughout the thesis as ‘CaseCo’. A research team was formed 
to closely follow and study CaseCo’s change initiative for fifteen months. The com-
prehensive data collection process was executed by means of document analysis, non-
participant observations of key teams, and meetings and interviews with change par-
ticipants on all levels of the organization. The extensive data was analyzed according 
to grounded theory principles (Glaser, 1978) to arrive at a credible and intelligible ac-
count of a tentative change practice framework. 

Structure of the dissertation 

In general, this study and the execution of the research have been based on the 
logical structure of application-oriented scientific management research (Figure 1). My 
dissertation is therefore structured into eight chapters (see Figure 2). After this Intro-
duction Chapter Two introduces and discusses relevant strategic change process as 
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well as practice-based and strategy-as-practice literature. By providing a comprehen-
sive and critical review of the literature, this chapter identifies commonalities, discrep-
ancies and gaps with respect to my research objective. Comparing and linking these 
two research streams, the specific research gap will be elaborated and the resulting 
research questions deduced and expounded. Chapter Three illustrates the research de-
sign employed for this study. This includes the epistemological positioning in a con-
structionist tradition as well as amplification of the inductive, longitudinal, single case 
study approach. Subsequently, the research site and setting will be introduced in Chap-
ter Four. Therefore, the organizational context and the strategic change process inves-
tigated in the field study will be portrayed in order to provide a ‘thick description’ of 
the circumstances of the study. Afterwards, Chapter Five discusses the research meth-
odology and its execution. In a first part, the qualitative data collection process is illus-
trated, followed by the second part, which presents the grounded theory approach of 
data analysis. These sections are followed by a section on quality criteria and ethical 
considerations. The research results are then presented and discussed in Chapter Six, 
which includes representations of the change practices identified within this study. 
Next, a conclusion is offered in Chapter Seven and the results synthesized for the de-
velopment of a tentative change practice framework. Finally, I conclude with a discus-
sion of the implications and contributions of this dissertation in Chapter Eight. This 
includes contributions to theory and practice as well as limitations and implications for 
future research.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Logical structure of application-oriented, scientific research approach 

(Adapted from Rüegg-Stürm, unpublished) 
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2. Literature review and theoretical building blocks 
The study of organizational practices that enact, construct and advance effective 

strategic change process is theoretically and practically based on the conceptualization 
of two main key concepts: (1) strategic change processes and (2) organizational prac-
tices of strategizing and enacting effective change. Consequently, this chapter reviews 
and discusses the relevant literature and theoretical foundations in two parts. The first 
one focuses on strategic change. It provides the underlying theoretical understanding 
of change from a contextual and processual perspective. Furthermore, it aims at identi-
fying and categorizing dimensions of change processes relevant for their practical ac-
complishment as well as for their scientific investigation. This part intends to provide a 
comprehensive synopsis of central concepts and approaches to strategic change proc-
esses and how these could be used to inform an activity and practice-oriented investi-
gation and discussion of change. The second part reviews the literature connected to 
theories of social practice and especially the emerging field of strategy-as-practice, and 
how they build on the strategy process tradition. By applying such an activity-focused 
practice perspective to processes of strategic change, this study intends to shed light on 
the complex and often messy execution of change. It is a call for and attempt at con-
sidering the actors involved in change processes and their interaction as an important 
and relevant aspect of studying and accomplishing the strategic change of an organiza-
tion. 

2.1. Strategic change processes – a processual/contextual approach 
One of the most prominent challenges for the management as well as the scholarly 

examination of strategic change processes is their high complexity. The complexity of 
change processes makes it very hard to identify, grasp, evaluate, explain or manage 
change and hence poses a great challenge to change practitioners and scholars alike. 
“The processes or sequences of events that unfold in these changes…have been very 
difficult to explain, let alone manage” (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995: 510). Conse-
quently, change processes have been described as “elusive concepts,” that are “notori-
ously hard to measure” (Kanter, 1983: 279), or as a kind of “chaos” within which the 
“number of variables changing at the same time, the magnitude of environmental 
change, and the frequent resistance of human systems create a whole confluence of 
processes that are extremely difficult to predict and almost impossible to control” 
(Burke & Litwin, 1992: 523). Also the academic analysis of change processes faces 
similar challenges. Most information and data collected on change processes, espe-
cially when utilizing a qualitative research approach, are highly convoluted and intri-
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cate which poses considerable challenges to their compilation, evaluation and interpre-
tation. As stated by Langley, (1999: 691) “process data are messy. Making sense of 
them is a constant challenge.” 

The first task within this review will be to define the underlying understanding of 
change process and to structure the literature in the field according to relevant dimen-
sions of strategic change. This will allow for an improved understanding of the field 
and the approach taken in this study and will present an opportunity to identify exist-
ing challenges. 

2.1.1. Change process theories 

For effective research on strategy processes Van de Ven (1992) suggests three 
general steps. First, he maintains that the underlying meaning of process should be 
defined. Secondly, he states that the theory of process should be clarified, and thirdly, 
an adequate research methodology should be designed to observe the process. Follow-
ing this approach this study will first address the meaning of process. Van de Ven and 
colleagues (Van de Ven & Huber, 1990; Van de Ven, 1992, 1993a; Van de Ven & 
Poole, 2005) argue that change processes and the study thereof could be categorized 
into three general understandings and approaches. The first one is based on an under-
standing of change as “an observed difference over time in an organizational entity on 
selected dimensions” (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005: 1380). This approach focuses on 
questions about measurable antecedents or consequences of change and explains proc-
esses in terms of an input-process-output model employing a causal relationship be-
tween inputs (independent variables) and outcomes (dependent variables) (Van de Ven 
& Huber, 1990; Van de Ven, 1992). Variance theories of change intend to uncover 
causations in processes but “typically entail highly restrictive and unrealistic assump-
tions about the order and sequence in which events unfold in organizations” (Van de 
Ven, 1993a: 315). In order to not only attend to questions of whether a change oc-
curred but also how the change occurred, the “process argument” has to be observed 
directly. This “requires opening the proverbial ‘black box’ between inputs and out-
comes and to observe the process directly” (Van de Ven, 1993a: 316). To do so, many 
scholars claim that a different approach to process has to be taken. 

Van de Ven  (1993a) offers a second approach to process that perceives processes 
as a category of concepts. This perspective understands processes as individual and 
organizational actions where process concepts are distinguished from other concepts 
such as strategy formulation and implementation and are operationalized as constructs 
measured by variables whose attributes could vary along numerical scales. Conse-
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quently, when processes are represented by numerical variables it is possible to ac-
knowledge that change occurred, but it is not possible to assess how a change oc-
curred. 

Therefore, a third approach to process has been adopted in much of the change lit-
erature, one that understands process as a developmental sequence of events (Van de 
Ven, 1992; Pettigrew, 1997; Langley, 1999). This third approach to the meaning of 
process describes how things change over time and refers to the sequence of individual 
and collective events, actions and activities unfolding over time in context (Pettigrew, 
1997). This method permits an explicit and direct observation and evaluation of the 
change process in action and allows for an evaluation of how some entity or issue pro-
gresses and changes over time (see Figure 3).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Variance and Process Theory to explaining strategic change 

(Langley, 1999) 

As this research project intends to identify and explain activities and practices that 
organizational actors engage in within a change process―therefore describing how a 
change process embedded in its context unfolds−this third definition of process will be 
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so I will build on strategy process research that adopts a processual or contextual un-
derstanding of change, and which has been suggested as most appropriate for a com-
prehensive study of strategic change (Pettigrew, 1985b, 1987; Van de Ven, 1993a; 
Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Pettigrew, 1997; Dawson, 2003a; Nutt, 2003). A contex-
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theories such as contingency theories or variance theory in a number of ways. Ad-
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organizational context (Van de Ven, 1992, 1993a; Elsbach, Sutton, & Whetten, 1999). 
It allows for an appreciation of the dynamics of change by including antecedent condi-
tions, processual dynamics and contextual variables in the analysis of change. “It is the 
interplay between different perspectives that helps one gain a more comprehensive 
understanding of organizational life” (Van de Ven & Poole, 1995: 510-511). 

Moreover, in reference to Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory, Nutt (2003: 162) 
points out that “this need for simultaneous viewing [of process and context] occurs 
because there is structure in process and process in structure in strategy, organizational 
structuring, environmental attributions, and other aspects of change.” And “the irre-
ducible purpose of a processual analysis remains to account for and explain the what, 
why and how of links between context, process and outcomes” (Pettigrew, 1997: 340; 
see also Chakravarthy & White, 2002). Pettigrew (1990: 268), one of the early advo-
cates of such an approach to change, asserts that “theoretically sound and practically 
useful research on change should explore the contexts, content, and process of change 
together with their interconnections through time.” Several empirical studies (Martin 
& Beaumont, 2001; Dawson, 2003b, 2003a), as well as conceptual reviews 
(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999), have employed and built on these dimensions of 
change processes. 

 Consequently, a processual/contextual approach to change processes helps to 
open up the ‘black box’ of change (Van de Ven, 1993a), describing what and how 
things change over time in context. Such a processual understanding, several academ-
ics point out, is characterized by (1) involving multiple units and levels of analysis 
whose boundaries might be ambiguous; (2) focusing on sequence of events over time; 
(3) employing data of variable temporal embeddedness in terms of precision, duration 
and relevance; and (4) eclecticism, incorporating different phenomena such as inter-
pretations, feelings, choices and activities (Langley, 1999; Martin & Beaumont, 2001; 
Dawson, 2003b). As Miller and Friesen (1980: 269) suggest, “organizational adapta-
tion is process. It takes place over time. Static snapshots of contingency theorists may 
not reveal the interesting dynamics of the process.” 

Having illustrated the underlying contextual/processual understanding of change 
for this study, the second step, according to Van de Ven’s (1992) approach for process 
study, is the identification of the relevant change process theory. Van de Ven and 
Poole (1995) have identified four basic change theories or motors which, depending on 
the unit of change and the mode of change, are labeled evolution, life cycle, dialectic 
and teleology (see Figure 4). The unit and mode of change constitute the differentiat-
ing factors for the identification of the motor of change at play. The rationale for the 
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unit of change is that change and development processes go on at multiple levels in the 
organization. Van de Ven and Poole (1995: 521) collapse these nested hierarchical 
levels into whether “the change in question focuses on the development of a single 
organizational entity or on the interaction between two or more entities.” This differ-
entiation highlights two different study foci: (1) the development of a single entity by 
examining its historical processes of change, and (2) the relationships and interactions 
between multiple entities. The differentiation of the mode of change into constructive 
and prescriptive developmental sequences is the second dimension of the framework 
and describes how the progression of events emerges as the change unfolds. Accord-
ingly, a prescriptive mode of change depicts the development of entities in a pre-
specified direction resulting in first-order change, whereas a constructive mode gener-
ates unprecedented, new states that are often seen as discontinuous, second-order or 
revolutionary change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4: Process theories of organizational development and change 

(Van de Ven & Poole, 1995) 
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to the high complexity of change processes many theories rely on a combination of 
several different change motors. Different and multiple change motors could be at play 
at different levels of the organization or at different times during the change process. 
Accordingly, a premature determination and specification of a single change theory 
upon which this change study is based will be omitted. However, in accordance with 
the contextual/processual tradition of change a predominantly ‘constructive’ under-
standing as the mode of change guides this research effort, grounded in the under-
standing of change as a socially constructed reality through the action and interaction 
of organizational members (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Moreover, evaluating organ-
izational activities and practices involved in the construction and enactment (Weick, 
1979) of change results in a dual focus with respect to the unit of change. On the one 
hand, the development of the organization and of individual, single units will be stud-
ied; on the other hand, the interaction and interrelation of the organizational actors and 
change participants constitute the primary focus of this study, thus resulting in a com-
bination of different units of analysis depending on the level of analysis.  

Besides these two dimensions, unit and mode of change, for the differentiation of 
change processes, Weick and Quinn (1999)―inspired by a previous review by Porras 
and Silvers (1991)―suggest the rate, rhythm or pace of change as an additional di-
mension for its evaluation. Consequently, they contrast episodic change with continu-
ous change based on implied metaphors of organizing, analytical frameworks, ideal 
organizations, intervention theories and roles of the change agents. Episodic change, 
they argue, tends to be infrequent, discontinuous and intentional, taking place in dis-
tinct episodes, whereas continuous change tends to be on-going, evolving and cumula-
tive, taking place as situated activities grounded in continuing updates of work proc-
esses. However as Orlikowski (1996) showed and Langley and Denis (2006) argued, 
most organizational change does not take place in the pure forms of continuous 
(Feldman, 2000) or episodic (Romanelli & Tushman, 1994) change but should be seen 
rather as taking place through combinations of both forms and as ‘situated’. “The 
‘situated’ view of change essentially sees these major interventions as shocks that must 
be integrated into an on-going and evolving pattern of interactions that has its own 
inherent dynamics” (Langley & Denis, 2006: 141). In its recognition of the dynamic 
interplay between context and action, Langley and Denis (2006: 141) go on to argue 
that “the situated view reflects a constructivist and structurational view of organiza-
tional processes” that corresponds with the contextual/processual perception of change 
(Pettigrew, 1987) adopted here.  
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As Dawson (2005) points out, a processual understanding of change is inclusive of 
different rhythms, dimensions or styles, thus embracing a situated change perspective, 
and, furthermore, “is not making a statement against the importance of planning for 
change, rather, it is pointing out that change is unpredictable and therefore that there 
will be a need to accommodate and adapt to the unexpected” (Dawson, 2005: 387). 
Within a contextual/processual understanding of change, the idea of planned and inten-
tional change (Burgelman, 1983a; Porras & Silvers, 1991; Mintzberg, 1994b) does not 
preclude emergent or autonomous strategies and change (Burgelman, 1983a; Mintz-
berg & Waters, 1985) being part of the overall strategic change process. The idea of a 
processual approach specifically includes that the content or substance of change is not 
static but is itself exposed to change through on-going social discourse (Tsoukas & 
Chia, 2002; Dawson, 2005). 

Based on varying change process theories, several operational change process 
models have been developed and discussed in the literature. They aim at providing 
guidance to practitioners involved in the practical execution of strategic change by 
illuminating variables, steps, stages or phases in the development of change. As they 
provide further insights into the activities involved in change, they will be discussed 
next.  

2.1.2. Change process models 

Pettigrew’s (1985a) famous critique of the change literature as aprocessual, acon-
textual and ahistorical did not constitute the first starting point of academic research 
studies that focus on the process of change. Even before Pettigrew’s appraisal of the 
change literature, processual studies of organization change had been carried out and 
well documented1 (e.g. Goodman, 1979); yet surely these remarks have initiated many 
other process studies and a much heavier interest in the processual perspective of 
change. Process studies of organizational change, in general, intend to find answers to 
the questions of how a change unfolds and why. Additionally, besides defining the 
content and objective of a change initiative, the main challenge rests with the process 
of change and the management of the implementation, execution and transition of 
strategy, and putting strategy into practice (Siegal et al., 1996). 

A general differentiation regarding change process research distinguishes between 
change process theory and change implementation theory (Porras & Robertson, 1987; 
Woodman, 1989). This differentiation has been utilized for various reviews and repre-

                                              
1 For an account of the history of the processual perspective of change see Dawson (2003a).  
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sents the general duality between the theory of change and the practice of changing. 
Accordingly, process theories are mainly descriptive and attempt to explain the dy-
namics through which organizations (or individuals and groups) change (Woodman, 
1989). They imply a focus on the stages in understanding change (Armenakis & Be-
deian, 1999) or theoretical frameworks of change (Burke, 2002). Change implementa-
tion theories, on the other hand, are mainly normative and more praxis-oriented ap-
proaches with a focus on specific intervention activities needed to carry out change 
(Woodman, 1989). They place practical frameworks (Burke, 2002) or the phases in 
implementing change (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999) at the center of attention.2 Burke 
and Litwin (1992: 525), for example, explain that change implementation theory “con-
cerns activities that must be undertaken to affect planned change… and [change proc-
ess theory] refers to specific changes that need to occur as a consequence of these im-
plementation activities.” Change process or change management models consequently 
refer primarily to change implementation theory. However, as many change process 
models have been developed through and based on empirical research, they are often 
used descriptively as well as prescriptively, and a differentiation between practice and 
theory-oriented models becomes obscure. In other words, a distinction between theo-
retical stages and practical phases is often not comprehensible or valuable.  

Analyzing the phases or stages of change has a long historical tradition that dates 
to as early as the work of Kurt Lewin (1951) who posited that in order to be success-
ful, a change process should follow a three-stage procedure of unfreezing, moving and 
refreezing the organization. These rudimentary stages have an immense influence on 
the perception and planning of change by academics as well as practitioners until to-
day. And even though they were declared as three discrete phases, they have since 
been seen as overlapping, and are viewed as more complicated and sophisticated in 
praxis than when perceived merely as three stages. Schein (1987), for example, elabo-
rated on these three fundamental phases and further refined them. In his approach, un-
freezing refers to the creation of motivation and readiness to change, which can be 
achieved by disconfirmation, induction of guilt or anxiety, and the creation of psycho-
logical safety. Changing or moving involves cognitive restructuring, which includes 
the identification with new models for an adoption of other points of view and the 
scanning of the environment for new, relevant information. Finally, refreezing indi-
cates the integration of the change into organizational routines so that the organiza-

                                              
2 Armenakis and Bedeian (1999), Woodman (1989) and Burke (2002) all provide multiple examples of studies 
on change process theory as well as change implementation theory that support their differentiation of the field. 



Literature review and theoretical building blocks  21 

tion’s members feel comfortable with the new behavior on an individual level and so 
that on an interpersonal level, the new behavior fits well into organizational routines. 

Acknowledging the three general change phases of Lewin (1951) Isabella’s (1990) 
interpretative management model goes beyond sequential activities and investigates 
the changing assumptions and orientations of managers involved in change. She sets 
out to explain how managers construe organizational events as change processes un-
fold. Isabella (1990) builds on the interpretative tradition that is formed around four 
key assumptions. These assumptions, she underscores, are firstly, that organizational 
members actively create or enact their shared reality, secondly, that this creation takes 
place through social interchange and negotiation over time, thirdly, that the views of 
managers as a collective are particularly salient due to their relatively strong influence, 
and finally, that interpretations are made a posteriori, after the event has taken place. 
Subsequently, she identifies four distinct stages―anticipation, confirmation, culmina-
tion and aftermath―through which collective interpretations progress. Hence, she 
maintains that the fundamental three-phase change process of unfreezing, moving and 
refreezing is accompanied by those four interpretative stages each of which has a pre-
dominant frame of reference, interpretative task and construed reality. However, in her 
research Isabella (1990) remains exclusively focused on cognitive and interpretative 
aspects and patterns accompanying change processes that, she claims, unfold in a lin-
ear progression. She remains silent about behavioral aspects and activities associated 
with the change process. 

Several of these stage or phase models can be found in the literature that differ in 
their specific focus or labels from Lewin’s (1951) initial but persistent three-stage 
model, yet still perceive change processes as evolving in linear sequences with distinct 
phases (e.g. Jaffe, Scott, & Tobe, 1994; Martin & Beaumont, 2001; Dawson, 2003b). 
Kanter, Stein and Jick (1992: 10) critique those stage models and linear conceptions of 
organizational change as “wildly inappropriate” and contend that “organizations are 
never frozen, much less refrozen, but are fluid entities with many ‘personalities’.” Fur-
thermore, they maintain that in addition to the benefit of offering managers a straight-
forward way of planning for actual change, these processes never progress in discrete 
stages. Rather, those stages overlap and interpenetrate each other in significant ways. 
The inadequacy of linear sequential models to perceive or to study change processes is 
further underlined by Van de Ven (1993a). He remains in line with Poole and Roth 
(1989), who see the use of a priori stages or phases for a research design and data col-
lection of change processes as often resulting in self-fulfilling prophesies. It is there-
fore inadequate, according to them, to deal with the complexities of strategic change. 
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Likewise, Van de Ven (1993a: 317) claims that “there are many other forms of pro-
gression that are useful for thinking about and observing developmental processes.”  

One such form, a more complex and advanced change framework that builds on 
various cycles, has been elaborated on by Mintzberg and Westley (1992). This frame-
work is comprised of (1) concentric cycles to signify the contents and levels of change 
at different levels of abstraction, (2) circumferential cycles to symbolize the means and 
processes of change, (3) tangential cycles to represent the episodes and stages of 
change, and (4) spiraling cycles that stand for the sequences and patterns of change. 
Within their model, they distinguish between change content as changes in the organi-
zation (state), and change in strategy (direction) on various levels. This model expands 
from the more conceptual level (thought) to a more concrete level (action) (see Figure 
5). Combining these elements of the change cycle framework, Mintzberg and Westley 
(1992) derive various sequences, stages, patterns and models of change that could im-
prove the understanding of and hence the ability to influence change processes. They 
see this change cycle framework very much in line with the contextual tradition of 
change and explicitly touch on aspects within all change dimensions of content, con-
text and process. 

Contents of organized change 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Levels of organizational change 

 

Figure 5: Mintzberg and Westley’s contents and levels of organized change 

(Mintzberg & Westley, 1992) 

However helpful these stage or phase models of change may be to improve the 
understanding of the dynamics of change processes or to structure the management of 
a change initiative (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999), they do not include more detailed 
accounts of what is actually happening within each phase of the change. They disre-
gard the activities, micro-processes and procedures that take place within and during 
the various phases of change, and hence leave an important aspect for the understand-
ing of how the change process unfolds unexplored and unanswered.  
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Several management models intend to close this gap by describing specific activi-
ties to be undertaken in a change process, and with the intention to guide practitioners 
through the execution of a planned change process step by step. A multitude of these 
change management models have been developed which all intend to provide insights 
into the managerial steps necessary or helpful in managing organizational change 
processes (e.g. Quinn, 1980; Burke & Litwin, 1992; Kotter, 1995, 1996; Nutt, Backoff, 
& Hogan, 2000; Mento, Jones, & Dirndorfer, 2002). Their primary objective is a guid-
ance of practitioners who are leading change efforts. Kotter (1996), as one of the most 
prominent examples, suggests an eight step model for transforming organizations. He 
recommends that the change agents: (1) establish a sense of urgency, (2) form a guid-
ing coalition, (3) create a vision, (4) communicate the vision, (5) empower others to 
act on the vision, (6) plan for and create short-term wins, (7) consolidate improve-
ments, producing more change, and (8) institutionalize new approaches. He also sup-
plies more detailed descriptions of these action steps, such as his suggestion to ‘re-
move change obstacles’ as part of empowering others to act on the vision. How a 
change agent could go about ‘removing’ remains obscure in Kotter’s explanation.  

Another step-by-step model is described by Quinn (1980) who intends to provide 
guidance within incremental change. Although he acknowledges that strategic change 
processes and their stages are “by no means orderly or discrete” (Quinn, 1980: 4), the 
involved process steps would occur generally in a certain order. He identifies three 
broad process steps prevailing in the successful management of strategic change and 
labels them ‘creating awareness and commitment−incrementally’, ‘solidifying pro-
gress−incrementally’ and ‘integration of processes and interests’. Taken through these 
steps, an incremental, not a piecemeal change process, is supposed to be accomplished 
successfully.  

Many of these organizational change models “have only anecdotal, as opposed to 
systematic, empirical support” (Whelan-Berry, Gordon, & Hinings, 2003: 188) and are 
often based on consulting engagements (Burke & Litwin, 1992) or personal ‘observa-
tions’ (Kotter, 1995). Moreover, most of these models still remain quite general in 
their suggested actions and provide only minimal actual guidance for the activities of 
change agents, thereby remaining “vague about how implementation and diffusion 
actually occur” (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003: 189). Rather, they focus on the overall 
process level of change, but do not delve into the activity and interrelational level of 
the change participants who put change into practice. Additionally, most of these nor-
mative models do not agree on the action steps to be undertaken in the management of 
change. It is therefore left up to the manager or scholar of a change process to pick a 
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management model that seems most relevant and accurate without guidance from the 
literature on how to choose. Moreover, the authors perceive change as an objective 
reality that can be directed by managers in an object-subject relationship, which ne-
glects the social dimension of interactively-constructed social realities (Berger & 
Luckmann, 1967). An in-depth and exploratory study of the activities and interactions 
of change practitioners jointly constructing change, therefore, has the potential to give 
a descriptive account of the practices that are actually occurring and one in which fur-
ther guidance is provided for practitioners. 

Similarly, and according to March (1991), effective selection among forms, rou-
tines or practices as well as the generation of new alternative practices is essential to 
survival in strategic change. Hence, all of these models provide some valuable insights 
into the management of change processes and draw practitioner’s attention to impor-
tant pitfalls and prerequisites for change. However, these process frameworks assume 
a successful change process will be accomplished as long as the change agent follows 
the change and implementation process steps to avoid all major mistakes and to 
achieve a successful change process. Also, besides the process model put forth by 
Quinn (1980) that specifically focuses on incremental change, the change management 
models hardly ever consider different contextual factors or content matters and do not 
differentiate between different change objectives, approaches or settings, therefore, 
often appearing to oversimplify the complex management of change initiatives. 

Besides these normative change management models, other concepts have been 
suggested that are more descriptive in nature and aim at explaining and categorizing 
change management approaches. Palmer and Dunford (1996) suggest various images 
to picture and engage in the management of change. These images describe change 
management as directing, navigating, caretaking, coaching, interpreting or nurturing. 
This approach, therefore, makes explicit that the management of change processes de-
pends on the differing images or mental models that one has of change and of man-
agement. However, Palmer and Dunford (1996) don’t take contextual factors of 
change processes and their relevance into account, nor do they specify involved activi-
ties in detail.  

The importance of a contextual approach to studying and understanding organiza-
tional change has already been mentioned and has also been widely accepted and em-
phasized by many scholars (Pettigrew, 1985b; Rajagopalan & Spreitzer, 1996; Ar-
menakis & Bedeian, 1999; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Nutt, 2003; Dawson, 2005). Thus, 
change studies should “allow the change process to reveal itself in any kind of substan-
tially temporal or contextual manner… [and] examine how and why changes occur in 
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different organizational cultures and political systems, under different socioeconomic 
conditions, through time” (Pettigrew, 1985b: 233-235). According to Pettigrew (1987) 
much of the “why” of a change process is derived from an analysis of its context. In 
this respect the content of the change initiative also constitutes a ‘context’ aspect of the 
change process. Consequently, for a comprehensive change process study, the context 
and content of change also have to be taken into account as important features. There-
fore, the context and content aspects related to change processes will be discussed in 
the next sections. 

2.1.3. Context aspects of change processes 

Context has been broadly defined as the antecedent conditions of change, the in-
ternal structure, cultural, social, relational and political context within which change 
occurs. Similarly, context considers the broad features of the firm’s surroundings, in-
cluding the social, economic, political and competitive environment from which much 
of the legitimacy for change is derived (Pettigrew, 1985a, 1987; Kostova, 1999). It is 
important to note that context includes the temporal and historical aspect of change is 
it unfolds over time. “Any change, to be really understood, therefore, has to be viewed 
holistically and contextually as well as retrospectively” (Mintzberg & Westley, 1992: 
42). 

Within a contextual approach to change, a distinction between the internal context 
or organizational conditions and the external context or environmental conditions can 
almost always be found. This is the case for the extensive literature review of Ra-
jagopalan and Spreitzer (1996), and of Armenakis and Bedeian (1999), as well as in 
the early contributions of Pettigrew (1985a; 1987). 

Studies on strategic change processes that acknowledge the importance of taking 
contextual aspects into account could be classified into two broad categories: firstly, 
creating a fit between context and process, and secondly, the joint construction of 
process and context. Several studies within the first category focus on differences in 
the way organizations change and attempt to relate these to different contextual condi-
tions under which the firm operates. By emphasizing that organizational change is thus 
contingent on context, this approach is based on contingency theory ideas, first devel-
oped by Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) in the field of organizational design. Within this 
approach one focus for example is on the collective response taken by organizations in 
reaction to external environmental changes (Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999). The ration-
ale behind studies examining these relations is that changes in external context factors 
induce (the need for) organizational change. “All firms need to assume that their action 
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must fit a changing environment” (Barr, Stimpert, & Huff, 1992: 34). Consequently, 
the aim of this domain of contextual research is the development of models that iden-
tify relevant (often external) context factors and conditions, define which organiza-
tional features they influence, identify the corresponding link for this influence, and 
establish a fit of the change processes to the respective context. Examples of contex-
tual factors that trigger and affect organizational change include market and institu-
tional issues (Greenwood & Hinings, 1996), business and organizational context 
(Chakravarthy & White, 2002), and social, relational, organizational, industrial and 
market context (Martin & Beaumont, 2001). 

An extensive literature review in this domain has been performed by Rajagopalan 
and Spreitzer (1996) who have subsumed the models that they had analyzed under the 
headings of rational lens perspective, learning lens perspective and cognitive lens per-
spective, and have subsequently synthesized these perspectives into a multi-lens 
framework. With the aim of explaining differences in organizational outcomes, all of 
the reviewed and developed models focus on the definition of relevant context condi-
tions and changes (environmental and organizational), the identification of organiza-
tional factors being influenced (managerial cognition, managerial action and strategy 
content), and the examination of the way and direction the influence is being exerted 
and the fit established. Publications focusing on this approach identify relevant context 
factors and their influence on organizational strategy, activity and outcome in order to 
establish a fit between them (Smith & Nichol, 1981; Ginsberg, 1988; Dunphy & Stace, 
1993; Rajagopalan & Spreitzer, 1996; Kostova, 1999). Models developed within this 
domain include the ‘Dunphy/Stace change matrix’ (Dunphy & Stace, 1993), the ‘man-
aging change model’ (Siegal et al., 1996), a ‘planned process model of change’ (Porras 
& Silvers, 1991), ‘four ideal types of planned change processes’ with respect to time 
and temporal capability (Huy, 2001), or ‘archetypes of organizational transformation’ 
(Miller & Friesen, 1980). Many of the models and frameworks within this category are 
based on variance theories derived from quantitative studies, which are often silent 
about the processes of changing and how they unfold over time, embedded in their 
context.  

Another approach in this first category concerned with the fit between change 
processes and their context focuses on evaluating the receptiveness or readiness of an 
organization for change (Beckhard & Harris, 1987; Pettigrew, Ferlie, & McKee, 
1992a, 1992b). For example, within their longitudinal study of the National Health 
Service, Pettigrew et al. (1992a) identified eight factors which are seen as constituting 
a receptive context for change. These factors include: (1) environmental pressure, (2) 
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supportive organizational culture, (3) change agenda and its locale, (4) simplicity and 
clarity of goals and priorities, (5) cooperative inter-organization networks, (6) manage-
rial-professional relations, (7) key stakeholder-led change, and (8) quality and coher-
ence of policy. This set of conditions is understood as providing the initiative to drive 
change. Kaplan and Norton (2004) present another approach to managing and measur-
ing the readiness of the organization by perceiving this readiness as an intangible asset. 
This perspective is a characteristic of the Balanced Scorecard strategic management 
process (Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Norton & Kappler, 2000). The authors define an ap-
proach to measuring an organization’s preparedness for change according to three 
general context dimensions: human capital (skills, training, knowledge), information 
capital (systems, databases, networks), and organizational capital (culture, leadership, 
alignment, teamwork). However, this constitutes another context-focused approach 
which does not consider change as embedded in context, as the contextual or proces-
sual change tradition does. 

Studies in the second category, which explicitly include contextual aspects in the 
study of change, are based on Giddens’ (1979; 1984) structuration theory and the ideas 
of the duality of structure. Giddens (1979: 4) asserts that “structure is both medium 
and outcome of the reproduction of practices.” Studies within this domain intend to 
explicate the mutual construction and joint influence of activity and context, which 
must be evaluated in conjunction and not independently. Several academics have 
called for such an integrated approach to studying change processes. Nutt (2003), for 
examples, falls in line with Pettigrew (1997), asserting the duality of structure and 
process within the examination of organizational change processes, and stating the fact 
that structure and process represent two sides of the same coin. “The need for simulta-
neous viewing occurs because there is structure in process and process in structure, in 
strategy, organizational structuring, environmental attributions, and other aspects of 
change” (Nutt, 2003: 162f.). He proposes a nine-cell framework for the evaluation of 
this duality wherein each cell poses a question that asks how structure and process pre-
suppose one another. These nine different theories, which call for a structure-process 
duality, range from Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory to Cybernetics two and Dia-
lectics. Nutt (2003), however, underscores the use of this duality under several condi-
tions, for example (a) when theorizing about change agent’s freedom to act, (b) when 
assessing the evolvement of structure by means of producer-product relationships, and 
(c) when evaluating a change agent’s reaction to conditions of their own making. Con-
sequently, he calls for merging the study of process and structure. Nutt’s (2003) prime 
interest, though, rests with an analysis of change agents and their leadership within 
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strategic change processes. Therefore, he discusses the different theoretical standards 
of structural analysis (i.e. internal validity, external validity, reliability, and objectiv-
ity) and processual analysis (i.e. credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmabil-
ity) in order to suggest new research directions. 

The important point of this review of context-focused strategic change literature is 
that organizational change processes have to be studied and evaluated in a processual, 
contextual and historical manner with a simultaneous consideration of the change con-
tent, context and process. “If the process is the stream of analysis, the terrain around 
the stream which shapes the flow of events and is in turn shaped by them is a neces-
sary part of the process of investigation” (Pettigrew, 1997: 340). The approach rooted 
in a structurational tradition (Giddens, 1984) represents, most closely, the contex-
tual/processual change approach called for by Pettigrew (Pettigrew, 1985b, 1987) and 
colleagues (Van de Ven, 1992; Martin & Beaumont, 2001; Dawson, 2003a), and will 
be the underlying concept that informs the research project described here. 

Placing the prime focus of this study on the process of change and in an attempt to 
shed light on how the change process unfolds, the content and objective of change 
constitutes another aspect that could be considered a ‘context’ factor to the process. 
Therefore, the content aspects of change processes will be elaborated next. 

2.1.4. Content aspects of change processes 

The content of a strategy also constitutes an important feature of a strategic 
change process. It could be regarded as an internal context factor of the change that 
has to be taken into account when studying, evaluating, planning or managing a 
change initiative as much as other contextual factors.  

Within the strategy process tradition and especially in the domain of strategy for-
mulation or strategic planning, there is a distinction between the “process school” and 
the “content school” (Rajagopalan & Spreitzer, 1996; Müller-Stewens & Lechner, 
2005). Despite the emphasis on an integrative observation of change content and proc-
ess within the processsual/contextual approach, Rajagopalan and Spreitzer (1996: 48) 
ascertain that “the two schools of thought have evolved independently with little theo-
retical or empirical synergy, resulting in theoretical and practical gaps in researchers’ 
understanding of strategic change” and occasionally even producing contradictory re-
sults. Essentially, process research investigates how firms develop, implement and 
execute strategies whereas content research studies the strategies themselves and their 
influence on organizational performance and effectiveness.  
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The literature on the topic suggests a multitude of differentiation possibilities for 
content issues of change. The one adopted here will, firstly, discuss the target variable 
or substance of the change initiative and secondly, distinguish between the levels of 
the change effort. These two categories will be discussed in the next paragraphs. 

2.1.4.1. The substance of change 

The question under scrutiny in the literature on change content refers to “what” 
changes and constitutes the particular areas or targets of change under examination 
(Pettigrew, 1987). Especially the strategic management literature and “content school” 
have defined abundant approaches to conceptualizing and differentiating the content or 
substance of strategies and hence strategic change (Porter, 1985; Müller-Stewens & 
Lechner, 2005). The logic of The New St. Gallen Management Model (Rüegg-Stürm, 
2005), for example, differentiates possible strategic change targets into structuring 
forces (strategy, structures and culture) and processes (management processes, busi-
ness processes and support processes). Other strategy concepts differentiate between 
corporate, business and functional strategies (Müller-Stewens & Lechner, 2005). Gen-
erally, three different categorization approaches of the content of change can be found 
within the change literature. The first approach is the mere description of uncatego-
rized and unstructured change targets like technology, manpower, products, geo-
graphic positioning or corporate culture  (Pettigrew, 1987) or goals, leadership, focus 
process and reward system (Beer & Nohria, 2000), which can mostly be found in pub-
lications with a stronger emphasis on the process than on the content of change.  

The second approach defines and discusses methods of categorization for the con-
tent of change. Examples include Dawson’s (2003b) four dimensions: (1) scale and 
scope, (2) defining characteristics, (3) timeframe and (4) perceived centrality, and Ra-
jagopalan and Spreitzer’s (1996) differentiation: (a) scope, (b) resource deployment, 
(c) competitive advantage and (d) synergies. Another classification approach, the 
‘framework for conceptualizing changes in strategy’ by Ginsberg (1988), uses two 
dimensions to conceptualize change content. Ginsberg’s framework is build around the 
notion of strategy as position or as perspective, and differentiates between the magni-
tude and the pattern of change. Furthermore, Friedlander and Brown (1974) differenti-
ate the target of interventions into the human-processual approach, focusing on people 
and organizational processes, and the techno-structural approach, concentrating on 
organizational structures and technology. This differentiation closely resembles the 
analytical-technical dimension (or functional logic) of change focusing on the content 
and functions of organizational activities and the cultural-relational dimension (or rela-
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tional logic) of change included in the New St. Gallen Management Model (Rüegg-
Stürm, 2005).  

The third approach categorizes the substance and content of change and integrates 
these categories into a change model or framework. It often attempts to integrate the 
change content with its process and context. Armenakis and Bedeian (1999), for ex-
ample, review the model of the transformation imperative developed by Vollmann 
(1996) who uses an eight-by-six matrix to outline all possible change targets. Another 
example of such a model is that of organizational performance and change by Burke 
and Litwin (1992; Burke, 2002). This model tries to establish cause-and-effect rela-
tionships between variables important for the performance of a change process in an 
attempt to establish both what organizational variables could be subject to change and 
how these variables should be linked casually to achieve the change objectives. These 
variables are distinguished as transformational factors, representing the culture of the 
organization whose alteration is likely to be caused by interaction with environmental 
forces, and transactional factors, representing the climate of the organization whose 
primary form of influence is via short-term interaction between people and groups. 
However, as Burke and Litwin (1992) explain, the authors have only found partial 
supporting evidence for the hypothetical causalities, and the inclusion as well as the 
omission of some influential forces seems somewhat arbitrary. Unfortunately, they 
also remain silent about how the influence between the variables works or is exerted. 
Similar models of integrated change targets are Peters and Waterman’s (2004) 7-s-
model or Johnson’s (1992) cultural web of an organization. 

Moreover, the New St. Gallen Management Model proposes a categorization into 
five reference points for firm development which are arranged around an organiza-
tion’s identity, collective beliefs, vision and mission. These reference points include: 
(1) the purpose of the firm and the range of products and services offered, (2) the 
process architecture, (3) process structures of individual processes, (4) forms of lead-
ership and cooperation and (5) stakeholder/forms of interaction (Rüegg-Stürm, 2005). 
Also, some of the process models, such as Mintzberg and Westley’s (1992) cycles of 
organizational change, include the content and level of change (see Figure 5). The cy-
cle model of Mintzberg and Westley (1992) also considers the second main differen-
tiation criterion found in the change content literature tradition, that of the level of 
change.  
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2.1.4.2. The level of change 

Another prominent way of differentiating the content of change is by investigating 
the level of change. Burke (2002), for example, suggests that organizational behavior 
and change can at least be partially understood according to the three different yet 
overlapping broad levels: (1) the individual, (2) the (work) group or unit and (3) the 
total system (e.g. the organization) (see also Nadler & Tushman, 1980; Woodman, 
1989; Cummings & Worley, 1993; Whelan-Berry et al., 2003). These levels not only 
overlap but are also subject to multiple interactions, relations, coordination and com-
munication between and within each level (Katz & Kahn, 1980; Van de Ven, 1980; 
Burke, 2002).  

When considering changes at the individual level, Burke (2002) maintains that 
one assumption is that an overall direction for the organizational change initiative has 
been determined. Change management interventions, at the individual level, are there-
fore designed to assist the organizational transformation towards its new direction, and 
include training, coaching, recruitment and re-placement. Change at the level of the 
individual has traditionally been the focus of organizational development (OD) litera-
ture and OD interventions. Important OD research issues include individual behavior 
in change processes, how to influence employee’s behavior to induce change, the reac-
tion of employees to intended change processes, how to deal with those reactions 
(Porras & Hoffer, 1986) as well as commitment, readiness and resistance to change 
(Beckhard & Harris, 1987; Hambrick & Cannella Jr., 1989; Dent & Goldberg, 1999; 
Ford, Ford, & McNamara, 2002; Kaplan & Norton, 2004).  Other important areas of 
change research on the individual level include cognitive aspect and mental maps in-
volved in change. These involve issues such as cognitive shifts occurring in radical 
change (Bartunek, 1984) or cognitive and affective aspects of individual change 
(George & Jones, 2001).  

The second level is that of the organizational unit or primary work group, whether 
top management team, production unit at plant level, or sales team. This is often seen 
as the most important subsystem in an organization and represents the basic and small-
est source of collective behavior within organizations (Van de Ven, 1980; Burke, 
2002). A focus on organizational groups and units is needed to study the different 
communicative and behavioral patterns of interaction and interrelating, which are per-
formative in the mutual creation of structure and process. According to Burke (2002: 
97), the work group “serves as the context and locus for (a) the interface between the 
individual and the organization, (b) the primary social relationships and support of the 
individual employee, whether or not he or she is a manager and (c) a determination of 
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the employee’s sense of organizational reality,” and is the second main focus of the 
OD tradition.  

Finally, changes at the level of the organization receive an additional categoriza-
tion in the literature with respect to the degree of change (Burke, 2002). First-order 
change includes change to some subsystem within the organization. For example, 
change could take place as a result of an intervention in a specific unit or division of 
the organization. For second-order change the focus is on a subsystem or a process of 
the organization that is beyond the original focus, but one that will be influenced by 
the initial effort. At the center of consideration is often a category or a specific set of 
subsystems within the organization. Third-order change is understood as something 
that will affect organizational processes or outcomes, and change that is influenced by 
multiple factors. In this scenario, the final objective of the transformation effort is a 
larger, system-wide change. “Third-order change means the involvement of multiple 
factors in some causal sequence toward an ultimate goal” (Burke, 2002, p. 108) of im-
proved organizational performance, for example increased productivity. Change at the 
system level has traditionally been the focus of organizational transformation literature 
(Porras & Silvers, 1991; Romanelli & Tushman, 1994). 

In summary, it can be maintained that the differentiation between the three organ-
izational levels―individual, group or team, and organization―is well established in 
the literature and has received considerable attention. Moreover, many academics ar-
gue that major organizational change cannot occur without change at the level of 
groups and individuals and their adoption of new or different work routines, processes, 
mental models, frameworks or values to guide their action (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003). 
However, Whelan-Berry and colleagues (2003) claim that the process of change initia-
tives passing through the organizational, group and individual level is not well under-
stood and that the comprehension of the influence of the individual and group level 
change on the large scale, organizational change is underdeveloped. “We do not fully 
understand how the group-level change process interacts with the organizational-level 
change process, leaving a major portion of organizational change processes unclear” 
(Whelan-Berry et al., 2003: 189). They argue that further analysis of individual- and 
group-level change activities will add to our understanding of the overall large-scale 
change processes. Additionally, the review by Whelan-Berry and colleagues (2003) 
underlines the need for an enhanced understanding of and further research on the ac-
tivities and interactions that individuals and groups engage in within processes of stra-
tegic change and within specific contexts. As Pettigrew (1987: 650) states, the objec-
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tive should be “to conceptualize major transformations of the firm in terms of linkages 
between the content of change and its context and process.”  

2.1.5. Synopsis of the strategic change process literature review 

 Differentiation between content, context and process issues of change as sug-
gested by some academics (e.g. Pettigrew, 1987; Armenakis, Bedeian, 1999) provides 
a helpful analytical framework within the field. It draws academics’ and practitioners’ 
attention to the importance of understanding, evaluating and managing multi-level, 
multi-faceted and multi-dimensional change processes with a holistic approach. Re-
search and literature with a particular focus on the process of change as situated activ-
ity in context, provide important insights into the dynamics, effects and development 
of change and its mutual connection with its context and content (Pettigrew, 1985b; 
1987; 1992; Van de Ven, 1992; 1993b; Dawson, 2003a; Nutt, 2003). Several theories 
and managerial models have been developed that provide noteworthy insights for 
studying and managing change processes. However, these should not imply a one-
sided assessment of change processes or a separation of these dimensions for an 
evaluation and appraisal of change. Far from it! “The focus is on changing, catching 
reality in flight; and in studying long-term process in their contexts, a return to em-
beddedness as a principal of method” (Pettigrew, 1990: 268). The key points of con-
textual/processual change studies are summarized by Pettigrew (1990: 269): 

“The key points to emphasize in analyzing change in a contextualist mode 
are firstly the importance of embeddedness, studying change in the context 
of interconnected levels of analysis. Secondly, the importance of temporal 
interconnectedness, locating change in past, present, and future time. 
Thirdly, the need to explore context and action, how context is a product of 
action and vice versa; and finally the central assumption about causation 
in this kind of holistic analysis, causation of change is neither linear nor 
singular- the search for a simple and singular grand theory of change is 
unlikely to bear fruit. Explanations of change are bound to be holistic and 
multifaceted. Beware of the myth of the singular theory of social or organ-
izational change. Look for continuity and change, patterns and idiosyncra-
sies, the actions of individuals and groups, the role of contexts and struc-
tures, and processes of structuring. Give history and social processes the 
temporal space to reveal their deep seated continuities and often idiosyn-
cratic untidiness.”  

However, the contextual/processual change approach is also not without critics, 
who advocate a further concentration on the more fine-grained, detailed practice level 
of organizational processes. In order to advance the understanding of change proc-
esses, the activities, practices and subtle micro-processes that take place in the strategy 
process have received more and more attention from the academic community. A shift 
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of attention has been proposed from the process level to the more detailed and fine-
grained practice level, which gave rise to the domain of ‘strategy-as-practice’. Jarzab-
kowski (2005), for example, argues that process theories fall short in two ways. First, 
while the process tradition deals with the role of top managers, it does not carry this 
approach through to the study of the activities of other relevant organizational actors. 
Second, process research is primarily concerned with explanations of sequences of 
events involved in change at the level of the firm, therefore neglecting more detailed 
analysis of change at the level of the activities of individuals. Consequently, the recent 
emergence of the field of strategy-as-practice (s-as-p), and the multitude of articles in 
this field, draw attention to and call for a stronger emphasis on “the detailed processes 
and practices which constitute the day-to-day activities of organizational life” 
(Johnson et al., 2003: 3). 

Already in the early 1990s, Van de Ven (1993b: 271) had noted that “individual 
and organizational processes represent micro- and macro-forces of the same dynam-
ics―that is, the actions of people, working individually and collectively, to invent, 
develop, resist, and transform innovative ideas into implemented realities.” Accord-
ingly, fine-grained practice theories of change constitute an important, yet still under-
developed part, of the larger body of change process theories. The strategy-as-practice 
domain and how it relates to and informs this study on change will be discussed in the 
next chapter. 

2.2. Practice theory and organizational discourse 
To really understand what goes on in strategic change processes, or any organiza-

tional processes to that effect, we have to leave the process level and drill down into 
the activity level of the organization and the practices inside the process (Johnson et 
al., 2007) to explore what it is that organizational actors and change participants actu-
ally do (Whittington, 2003). The focus shifts to understanding the activities that con-
struct, enact and advance the strategic change process as it unfolds and is socially con-
structed in context (Weick, 1979). This also means leaving prescriptive change models 
behind, particularly those that perceive of change as following a normative sequence 
of action steps.  

Drilling down into the change process to the level of practice focuses attention on 
the activities and interaction of organizational actors. To study these interrelational 
activities in the strategy and change process, an analysis of organizational discourse 
(Barrett, Thomas, & Hocevar, 1995; Rouleau & Séguin, 1995; Hardy, Palmer, & Phil-
lips, 2000; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Grant, Michelson, Oswick, & Wailes, 2005) 
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and practice (Orlikowski, 1996; Whittington, 1996; Hendry, 2000; Johnson et al., 
2003; Whittington, 2003; Jarzabkowski, 2005) has been suggested in the literature as 
they constitute closely related concepts. In the following sections these two concepts 
will each be discussed, and their contribution to a thorough understanding of strategic 
change processes will be elucidated. 

2.2.1. Organizational discourse in change processes 

Despite the fact that the literature does not agree on a single, common definition 
of discourse, the term generally refers to the “practices of talking and writing which 
bring objects into being through the production, dissemination and consumption of 
texts” (Hardy, 2001: 26). Grant and colleagues (2001: 7) contend that contemporary 
thinkers understand discourse as “a combination of both spoken and written text” and 
hence “all forms of spoken interaction, formal and informal, and written text of all 
kinds” including cultural artifacts. Discourse is hence seen as central in the social con-
struction of reality through they way it ‘rules in’ certain ways of talking and acting as 
acceptable, and ‘rules out’ others as off limits and unacceptable (Berger & Luckmann, 
1967; Oswick, Keenoy, & Grant, 2000a; Grant & Hardy, 2004). Besides the focus on 
language and written and oral communication, several authors have extended the idea 
and concept of discourse to also embrace activity. Within the interactional and interre-
lational sense of discourse, activity is inseparable from communication, and discursive 
activity may be “regarded as integral to action” (Grant et al., 2001: 14).  Oswick and 
Keenoy (1997: 6) assert that “discourse and discursive activity need to be seen as vital 
elements of the ‘contextualised interaction’… and ‘doing’ means ‘talking’”. Hence, 
discursive analysis “requires an examination of language, the production of texts and 
processes of communication, and the interaction between actors in organizational and 
institutional settings” (Hardy et al., 2000: 1231). 

This conception of discourse is, therefore, inclusive to the terms of social interac-
tion and stresses its central role for the social construction of reality (Oswick & 
Keenoy, 1997). Consequently, some authors perceive discourse as including activity, 
and understand discourse as situated and symbolic action (Heracleous & Marshak, 
2004). Perceiving discourse as such requires understanding discourse as not only say-
ing things but also doing things, or as mutually implicated and intertwined with action 
(Oswick & Keenoy, 1997). In other words, discourse is understood as “fully meaning-
ful only if viewed in context,” and as “symbolic and constructive at multiple levels 
including the semantic, meta-communicative and inter-personal levels” (Heracleous & 
Marshak, 2004: 1291). This broader definition of discourse is seen as a source of 



36  Literature review and theoretical building blocks 

strength by some authors, rather than a challenge, as it is more inclusive to interrela-
tional phenomena (Grant et al., 2001). The broader perception of discourse that in-
cludes activity and interaction will also be adopted for this work. Activities and inter-
action undertaken by change participants are indivisible from communication and the 
use of language. Hence, along with other scholars (Oswick & Keenoy, 1997; Grant et 
al., 2001; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Heracleous & Marshak, 2004), discourse will 
here be understood as including all forms of situated communicative interaction and 
activity. 

The concept of discourse and discourse analysis has received increasing attention 
in the study of organizations, institutions and especially change processes (Barrett et 
al., 1995; Alvesson & Karreman, 2000; Chia, 2000; Grant et al., 2005). Consequently, 
the term organizational discourse has been coined to refer to “ways in which a variety 
of discursive practices can contribute to the processes of organizing” (Oswick et al., 
2000a: 1116) where discourse “acts as a powerful ordering force in organization” 
(Alvesson & Karreman, 2000: 1127) that brings into existence an “’organized’ state” 
and works to “create some sense of stability, order” or change (Chia, 2000: 514). Or-
ganizational discourses and discourse analysis lends itself to studies on several ana-
lytical levels. At the micro-level the study of discourse focuses on insights into atti-
tudes, affiliations, orientations, motives and values of organizational members. At the 
interpersonal or meso-level, the focus becomes the direct interaction between different 
stakeholders and organizational participants. Finally, on the macro-level discourse 
analysis focuses on meta-discourses, which represent an aggregation and accumulation 
of meso-level interactions that assemble to form paradigms, institutional practices, 
collective social perspectives and organizational processes (Grant et al., 2001). This 
study on change practices most closely resembles the meso-level of organizational dis-
course as it investigates the discursive activities and interactions of change participants 
within the strategic change process. 

Furthermore, “discursive activity does not occur in a vacuum” (Hardy et al., 2000: 
1232) but is the communicative interaction in specific social settings (Alvesson & Kar-
reman, 2000). Therefore, several scholars (Fairclough, 1992; Oswick, Keenoy, & 
Grant, 2000b; Grant et al., 2001) suggest an analysis of discourse situated within a so-
cial context. They propose a three-dimensional framework which clarifies this concep-
tion. Accordingly, they propose discourse analysis to include (1) examination of the 
actual content, structure and meaning of the text (the text dimension), (2) examination 
of the form of the discursive interaction used to communicate (the discursive practice 
dimension), and (3) consideration of the social context in which the discursive event 
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takes place (the social practice dimension) (Grant et al., 2001). The intertextual quali-
ties of discourse and their analysis in context is in close resemblance with the contex-
tual/processual perception of change (Pettigrew, 1997), described earlier, and which 
constitutes the basis for this research project. “Discourse is not produced without con-
text and cannot be understood without taking context into consideration… Discourses 
are always connected to other discourses that were produced earlier, as well as those 
which are produced synchronically and subsequently” (Fairclough & Wodak, 1997: 
277). 

The role of discourse in organizational and strategic change processes has already 
received some attention in the literature. Most of these contributions focus on a more 
narrow perception of discourse, mainly defining discourse in a purely linguistic sense. 
For example Barrett, Thomas and Hocevar (1995) define discourse as the acts of 
communication between an organization’s members and as the core of the change 
process. Building on an interpretative view of knowledge that meaning making is a 
shared and public activity they describe several discourses that were constitutive for a 
large-scale change process. They reveal several discourses involved in a change proc-
ess such as ‘introduction of new organizing assumptions’, ‘creating versions of incon-
sistencies and questioning authenticity’, ‘initiation of novel actions within new dis-
course patterns’, ‘the emergence of a new language to construe novel actions’, ‘imag-
ining and initiating novel actions’ and the ‘emergence of new assumptions and be-
liefs’. They conclude their illustration of change discourses with the assertion that 
“understanding change is understanding alterations in discourse patterns that may sug-
gest different ways of constituting action” (Barrett et al., 1995: 366), and that “it is 
through patterns of discourse that relational bonds are formed; that action and structure 
are created, transformed, and maintained; and that values and beliefs are reinforced or 
challenged. The process is recursive” (Barrett et al., 1995: 367). 

Most of the literature on discourse and change ascertains that change, just as other 
forms of socially-constructed reality, is discursively constructed through practices of 
“talking and writing, the visual representations, and the cultural artifacts which bring 
organizational related objects into being” (Grant et al., 2005: 7). Accordingly, Grant et 
al. (2005) argue that change is a socially constructed reality and intertextual phenome-
non with negotiated meaning. Strong attention within the domain of discourse and 
change has been placed on the role of conversation(s) (Ford & Ford, 1995; Ford, 
1999b, 1999a; Ford et al., 2002) and narratives (Dunford & Jones, 2000; Doolin, 
2003). The conversation domain basically proposes that communication is the context 
in and medium through which change occurs, and that the change process unfolds in a 
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dynamic of different types of conversations (Ford & Ford, 1995). Conversations are 
hence both the medium and product of a constructed reality. Consequently, change 
“entails bringing new conversations into a sustained existence” (Ford, 1999a: 480) and 
creating new conversational realities. This narrative approach focuses on the “textual 
form in which a story is told” (Dunford & Jones, 2000: 1208) and the way in which 
events are configured into temporal units through plots. A narrative, therefore, is un-
derstood to be language used to connect events in time (Dunford & Jones, 2000) or 
more broadly “strategies of ordering” (Doolin, 2003: 756), that take into account mate-
rial and technical, as well as social and discursive aspects.  

However, the way discourses are used or perceived in change processes and gen-
eral organizational research differs widely in the literature. Heracleous and colleagues 
therefore offer a classification of the different approaches to discourse (Heracleous & 
Hendry, 2000; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001). They distinguish four different ap-
proaches to discourse and change: (1) a functional approach that perceives discourse as 
language-based communication used instrumentally by social actors to achieve their 
ends; (2) an interpretative approach that understands discourse as communicative ac-
tion, which is shapes social and organizational reality; (3) a critical approach that de-
scribes discourse as power/knowledge relations that are linguistically communicated, 
historically located and embedded in social practices; and (4) a structurational ap-
proach that  recognizes discourse as a duality between deep discursive structures and 
surface communicative actions, and which also instantiate the deep structures to vary-
ing extents (Heracleous & Barrett, 2001: 756). The broad sense in which discourse is 
understood for this research effort follows a mainly structurational approach that sees 
change participants as purposeful actors and knowledgeable agents, both enabled and 
constrained by discursive structures. The relevance of a functional or managerial ap-
proach in and for processes of planned strategic change is, however, acknowledged as 
discursive activities were observed in the course of this research effort to be deliber-
ately initiated and employed by change agents. Moreover, the discursive construction 
of social reality and its meaning, advocated by the interpretative approach, also played 
a certain role in the course of the change process that was studied. 

In summary it can be maintained that organizational discourse plays an important 
role in the construction and evaluation of strategic change processes. Discourse com-
prises communication acts and situated, interrelational activities of different organiza-
tional actors through which change participants construct social realities of change and 
stability and attach meaning to organizational reality. In accordance with Giddens’ 
(1984) structuration theory  and “reflecting Wittgenstein’s (1967) insight that language 
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is inseparable from the social practices in which it is imbedded… discourse is contex-
tualized as part of social practice” (Hendry, 2000: 968). Studying and evaluating or-
ganizational discourses, therefore, offers the potential to further comprehend the con-
struction, enactment and development of strategic change processes and adds to our 
understanding of organizational practices constructive and constitutive for strategic 
change. 

In addition to the rather communication and language-oriented domain of organ-
izational discourse the closely related but more activity-oriented domain of strategy-
as-practice provides another constructive approach and valuable insights to studying 
and understanding activities at play within strategy and change processes and an im-
portant theoretical foundation informing this research project.  

2.2.2. Strategy-as-practice and a practice perspective of change processes 

In recent years a new approach in the strategy field has been emerging that labels 
itself ‘strategy-as-practice’ (s-as-p).3 This emerging domain has frequently been la-
beled as ‘practice turn’ in management research (Whittington, 2003, 2006). It calls for 
an approach to strategy as something organizations do rather than have, or strategies as 
activities and interactions of people in organizations rather than organizational proper-
ties (Johnson et al., 2007). The focus of s-as-p rests on strategy as a social practice that 
focuses on how practitioners of strategy actually act and interact in the process of 
strategizing (Whittington, 1996; Jarzabkowski, 2004), therefore adopting an action 
perspective (Hendry, 2000) and drilling down into “the internal life of processes” 
(Brown & Duguid, 2000: 95). The concern of strategy-as-practice is principally for the 
performance of practitioners in terms of their local effectiveness and only indirectly 
for the performance of organizations as wholes (Whittington, 2003). Consequently, the 
practice perspective implies a close attention to the work and activities of people in-
side organizational processes (Whittington, 2003), ‘strategists-at-work’ (Samra-
Fredricks, 2003) and the micro-practices of strategy and strategizing (Jarzabkowski, 
2003; Chia, 2004). Johnson, Melin and Whittington (2003: 3) condense the focus of 
strategy-as-practice for a special issue of the Journal of Management Studies on the 
matter: “We are calling for an emphasis on the detailed processes and practices which 
constitute the day-to-day activities of organizational life and which relate to strategic 
outcomes. Our focus, therefore, is on micro-activities that, while often invisible to tra-

                                              
3 See also www.strategy-as-practice.org 
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ditional strategy research, nevertheless can have significant consequences for organi-
zations and those who work in them.” 

This section will illustrate and provide an overview of the strategy-as-practice 
domain and its contribution to the understanding of strategic change processes as stud-
ied within this research effort. It is structured as follows. After providing a general 
overview of theories of social practice that have informed and led to the development 
of the s-as-p field, a discussion will follow of several definitions of practice and strat-
egy-as-practice found in the literature. I will go on to illustrate several frameworks that 
have been put forth as constituting the strategy-as-practice domain. Having established 
the details of the s-as-p concept, it will then be contrasted to strategy process research 
so as to demonstrate its further explanatory value. Subsequently, several empirical 
studies building on and representing the s-as-p domain will be discussed with respect 
to their contribution to the field in general and to the evaluation of strategic change 
processes in particular. Finally, the distinct approach to strategy-as-practice taken in 
this work will be elaborated and its contributing merit to the emerging field of s-as-p 
established. 

2.2.2.1. Theories of social practice and the development of the strategy-as-practice 
field 

The management and strategy discipline’s growing interest in activities and mi-
cro-practices has been acknowledged to be related to the wider focus of contemporary 
social theory on practices (Schatzki et al., 2001; Reckwitz, 2002; Johnson et al., 2007). 
Building on works of Pierre Bourdieu (1977), Michel de Certeau (1984), Michel Fou-
cault (1977; 1978) and Anthony Giddens (1979; 1984), the focus on practice from so-
cial theory has strongly influenced management and strategy researchers, who are also 
turning to and building on such ‘theories of social practices’ (Reckwitz, 2002). John-
son and colleagues (2007: 25) elaborate on three core themes that synthesize various 
practice theories put forth by Schatzki (2002). They maintain that (1) practice perspec-
tives are centrally concerned with activity of all kinds, (2) practice theories situate ac-
tivity within fields of social practice in which human actors draw on the shared under-
standing, skills, language and technologies of the wider society, and (3) the practice 
turn is concerned with actors and the kinds of skills and resources they bring to the 
ordinary activities of their daily lives. Furthermore, Reckwitz (2002: 245-246) adds 
that all practice theories are examples of cultural theory in the sense that they explain 
and understand action “by reconstructing the symbolic structures of knowledge which 
enable and constrain the agents to interpret the world according to certain forms and to 
behave in corresponding ways,” hence also stressing the focus on activity and active 
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agents. Also Whittington (2006: 614) argues in his review of practice in social theory 
that “practice theorists aim to respect both the efforts of individual actors and the 
workings of the social” and points to three core themes in practice theories: (1) the 
existence of society and how social fields define practices which guide and enable 
human activity, (2) people’s actual activity in practice and ‘how’ things are done in a 
‘practical sense’, and (3) the actors on whose abilities and initiative activity depends. 

The ‘practice turn’ (Whittington, 2006) of social theories has also found its way 
into management research. There it has not only entered and informed the strategy 
domain but has also affected other fields such as learning and knowing (Brown & 
Duguid, 2001; Orlikowski, 2002), management (Reed, 1984), change (Orlikowski, 
1996; Hendry & Seidl, 2003; Jarzabkowski, 2003; Balogun et al., 2005), accounting 
(Ahrens & Chapman, 2006), technology (Orlikowski, 2000), decision making 
(Hendry, 2000; Miller, Wilson, & Hickson, 2004), innovation (Dougherty, 1992) and 
sensemaking and sensegiving (Balogun & Johnson, 2005; Rouleau, 2005). In general, 
management disciplines are putting a stronger emphasis on, and paying closer atten-
tion to, the actual activities of people. This builds on a tradition already initiated by 
Mintzberg (1973) and his early contribution on managerial work. 

Besides theories of social practice, several other domains and theories have influ-
enced the strategy-as-practice development and could be seen as closely related. Jar-
zabkowski (2005), for example, discusses s-as-p’s relation to resource-based and dy-
namic capability theories as well as strategy process research. Strategy-as-practice and 
the resource-based view (RBV) as well as dynamic capability theories, she claims, 
principally share the focus on reinstating actors, and distinctive and situated activities 
into strategy research. Also Johnson and colleagues (2007) set strategy-as-practice in 
perspective to other theoretical resources such as situated learning, sensemaking and 
routines, institutional theories and actor network theory. They discuss and compare 
those four theory approaches with a two-dimensional framework. On the horizontal 
axis they differentiate between the focus on content (what) and process (how) and on 
the vertical axis they distinguish between a concern with micro and macro-level phe-
nomena. Differing in their individual focus on micro and macro-level phenomena and 
on content and process, all four theoretical resources are seen as closely related to the 
strategy-as-practice approach. Situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991), Johnson et al. 
(2007: 29) explain, perceives learning as emerging through the activity of “people-in-
the-world” who are to become members of “communities of practice.” The Carnegie 
tradition of sensemaking (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Weick, Sutcliffe, & Obstfeld, 
2005) and organizational routines (Feldman & Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman & Pentland, 
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2003), moreover, maintains that cognition is shaped by activity and particularly by 
interaction with other actors, and “strongly supports research attention to the detailed 
activities that go on inside organizations” (Johnson et al., 2007: 31). Furthermore, sev-
eral institutional theories such as structuration theory (Giddens, 1984) ponder the in-
terdependences of micro and macro-level phenomena in an attempt to bridge this di-
vide. Similarly, actor-network-theory (ANT) (Latour, 2005) challenges the mi-
cro/macro and content/process dualities. It focuses on the kinds of work that people 
do, the kinds of people that do it and the kinds of skills and tools they use to do it 
(Johnson et al., 2007).  

Having illustrated the general objectives as well as several related theories and 
approaches, it is necessary to take a closer look at the ideas and underlying definitions 
discussed in the strategy-as-practice literature in more detail, and in order to work out 
its value and contributing effect on strategic change as relevant for this study.  

2.2.2.2. Defining concepts of the strategy-as-practice field 

The prime differentiation and characteristic of the strategy-as-practice approach is 
accentuated by Johnson and colleagues (2007: 1, emphasis in original) in that “con-
ventionally, strategic researchers assume that strategy is something organizations 
have… strategy is a property of organizations. [Strategy-as-practice] takes a different 
perspective: strategy is something that people do. Strategy is an activity.” They further 
stress that “strategy-as-practice is essentially concerned with strategy as activity in 
organizations, typically the interaction of people, rather than strategy as the property of 
organizations” (Johnson et al., 2007: 1). Others have emphasized that strategy-as-
practice focuses on “the practices by which work is actually done” (Whittington, 2003: 
118), “placing center-stage strategists real-time interaction”(Samra-Fredricks, 2003: 
142). In general, strategy-as-practice can be defined as being concerned with “what 
people do in relation to strategy and how this is influenced by and influences their or-
ganizational and institutional context” (Johnson et al., 2007: 4). 

Therefore, strategy-as-practice, as such, is seen as a departure from classical posi-
tivist economic assumptions underlying much strategy research, in an attempt to bring 
people and their activities back into strategy research, and hence to develop more 
meaningful relationships between theory and practice again (Jarzabkowski, 2005). It 
takes an ‘activity-based approach’ where activity has been defined as “the day to day 
stuff of management. It is what managers do and what they manage” (Johnson et al., 
2003: 15), including how strategists talk, act and interact (Jarzabkowski, 2005) or their 
behavior, individual actions and collective practices (Blackler, 1993), and “all the 
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meeting, the talking, the form-filling and the number crunching by which strategy ac-
tually gets formulated and implemented” (Whittington, 1996: 732). Hence it describes 
“the detailed processes and practices which constitute the day-to-day activities of or-
ganizational life which relate to strategic outcomes” (Johnson et al., 2003: 3). Conse-
quently, strategy-as-practice is concerned with what has come to be labeled as “strate-
gizing” (Whittington, 1996; Johnson et al., 2003; Jarzabkowski, 2005; Johnson et al., 
2007) and what comprises the activities of strategy. The ‘practice’ or ‘praxis’ 
(Reckwitz, 2002; Whittington, 2006) of strategizing has accordingly been defined as 
“what people do” (Johnson et al., 2007: 19) or as “situated socially accomplished flow 
of organizational activity” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 11). 

Activity has been stressed as “highly appropriate concept for organization theory” 
(Blackler, 1993: 875). For strategy-as-practice this is particularly the case, because of 
several characteristics attributed to the concept of activity or practice. Strategy-as-
practice explicitly acknowledges the significance of history and studies practices in the 
context of their historical development (Blackler, Crump, & McDonald, 2000). Activi-
ties are seen as socially and historically located (Blackler, 1993) or as situated as 
Whittington (2003) and Jarzabkowski (2005) ascertain, arising from interactions 
among actors and between actors and the environment (Jarzabkowski, 2004), and 
evolving over time. Thus, the concept of “becoming” (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002) is part 
of the understanding of s-as-p that appreciates ongoing processes of social becoming, 
as realized through a chain of social events or practice (Jarzabkowski, 2004) and as 
situated activity that is always under construction (Jarzabkowski, 2005). Moreover, the 
notion of practice includes patterns of social interaction, interpretation and conversa-
tion within which knowledge is embedded (Jarzabkowski, 2003; Samra-Fredricks, 
2003). “Reflecting Wittgenstein’s (1967) insight that language is inseparable from the 
social practices in which it is embedded…discourse is contextualized as part of social 
practice” (Hendry, 2000: 968). Strategic discourse, as part of social practice, then pro-
vides the loose coupling that mediates between cognition and action in the structura-
tion of strategy processes (Hendry, 2000).  

Chia and Holt (2006: 637) declare that in much of the strategy-as-practice litera-
ture “practice is seen as something that firstly can be chosen and aligned through some 
form of deliberative weighting on the part of a strategist (albeit on a micro-social 
scale), and secondly, can be observed and classified by a researcher in terms of its out-
put, or effects.” They explicitly underscore that the idea of intentional and manipulable 
practices is expanded in the field of s-as-p by a ‘dwelling’ mode and emergence. Ac-
cordingly, “strategic outcomes do not presuppose deliberate prior planning or intention 
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[and]… strategy is not some transcendent property that a priori unifies independently 
conceived actions and decisions but is something immanent, unfolding through every-
day practical coping actions” (Chia & Holt, 2006: 637). Whittington summarizes that 
“the domain of praxis is wide, embracing the routine and the non-routine, the formal 
and the informal, activities at the corporate center and activities at the organizational 
periphery … [and] formal strategy work overtaken by emergence”. 

Besides the overarching focus of the strategy-as-practice field on practice or ac-
tivities, emphasis is also placed on managerial agency, or on the actors as the strate-
gists who perform activities and the agents who carry out social practices (Reckwitz, 
2002). Strategy-as-practice research concentrates on the managers who act as strategy 
practitioners (Hendry & Seidl, 2003; Whittington, 2006). As maintained by Jarzab-
kowski (2005: 11), the perception of strategists or practitioners in s-as-p involves “a 
wide distribution of organizational actors… [and] a large number of people at all lev-
els of the organization,” herewith differing from the positivist tradition which, accord-
ing to Jarzabkowski, largely ignores the fact that it is people who do strategy work. 
Practitioners in the strategy-as-practice field have been identified as “the social indi-
viduals, interacting with the social circumstances involved in doing strategy” 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005: 8) or the actors who “do the work of making, shaping and exe-
cuting strategies” (Whittington, 2006: 619). These do not only include senior execu-
tives for whom strategy is part of their core responsibilities but also other actors in-
volved in strategy work particularly middle managers or outside strategy advisers 
(Whittington, 2006). 

The concern of strategy-as-practice with the practitioner also entails the idea of 
purposiveness and intentionality. “Strategy practices are seen as logically coherent 
actions emanating from deliberate intentions and purposes… and directs attention onto 
the visible, tangible routines and observable practices of significant individuals” (Chia, 
2004: 30) “Individuals are understood to act knowledgeably as a routine part of their 
everyday activity. They are seen to be purposive and reflexive, continually and rou-
tinely monitoring the on-going flow of action―their own and that of others―and the 
social and physical contexts in which their activities are constituted” (Orlikowski, 
2002: 249). Intentionality, according to Jarzabkowski (2005), also means that activity 
is aimed at having an outcome consequential for the organization, which is not, how-
ever, implying that the intention will be met. The performance perspective of strategy-
as-practice, though, is generally concerned with the effectiveness and performance of 
the practitioners in terms of their local success and only indirectly aimed at the per-
formance of the organization as a whole. Effectiveness, therefore, involves a skillful 
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mastery of the routine and procedures of strategizing (Whittington, 2003), and “the 
practice perspective finds plenty of significance in the bare performance of praxis” 
(Whittington, 2006: 628). 

Finally, besides a focus on what people do (practice) and on who does it (practi-
tioners), strategy-as-practice also involves a concern with “practices as what people 
engage with” (Johnson et al., 2007: 19, own emphasis). Several conceptual contribu-
tions in the field have elaborated on perceptions of what ‘practices’ as opposed to 
‘practice’ comprise; however, very little agreement has been achieved on this point 
and no clarification has been achieved. Blackler (1993), for example, defined strategic 
practices as those formal operating procedures involved in direction setting, resource 
allocation, and monitoring and control. Moreover, Reckwitz (2002: 249) has defined 
‘practices’ from a social theory perspective as “a routinized type of behavior which 
consists of several elements, interconnected to one another: forms of bodily activities, 
forms of mental activities, ‘things’ and their use, a background knowledge in the form 
of understanding how, states of emotion and motivational knowledge.” This definition 
seems to include a wide variety of ‘elements’ and activities. The only linking property 
of these elements is a ‘routinized’ characteristic. Similarly, Johnson and colleagues 
(2007: 19) define ‘practices’ as “what people engage with,” including “specific organ-
izational routines.” However, besides those more organization specific routines, John-
son et al’s definition also includes institutional procedures, systems, tools and tech-
niques as well as norms and scripted behavior such as agenda driven behavior in meet-
ings. However, meetings themselves are also included in the definition as ‘episodes’, 
such as board meetings, strategy-away days or temporal sequences in planning and 
budgeting. In a more general sense Johnson and colleagues (2007: 19) define practices 
as “some wider context. Central to this context are the institutionalized and organiza-
tional practices with which people engage in order to carry out their strategy activity.”  

A further definition is brought forward by Jarzabkowski (2005: 8) who claims that 
‘practices’ are “those tools and artifacts that people use in doing strategy work”. She 
also acknowledges many forms practices take, and categorizes them accordingly into 
three broad types. The first one is labeled ‘rational’ or administrative practices and 
includes planning mechanisms, budgets, forecasts, control systems, performance indi-
cators and targets, which “serve the purpose of organizing and coordinating strategy” 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005: 9). The second group is comprised of ‘discursive’ practices that 
“provide linguistic, cognitive and symbolic resources for interaction” (Jarzabkowski, 
2005: 9). This group is subdivided again into discourses of strategy and “the strategy 
tools and techniques that provide an everyday language for this discourse” 
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(Jarzabkowski, 2005: 9). The last group of practices is described as “those practices 
that create opportunities for, and organize the interaction between, practitioners doing 
strategy such as meetings, workshops and away days” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 9), labeled 
by the authors as ‘episodes’. Once again, the definition of practices is extremely broad, 
comprising many different elements, activities, tools, resources and techniques, while 
being classified into three subdivisions: administrative, discursive and episodic prac-
tices. 

Another author who engages in and attempts a definition and categorization of 
‘practices’ is Whittington (2006: 619), who states that “‘practices’ will refer to shared 
routines of behavior, including traditions, norms, procedures for thinking, acting and 
using ‘things’, this last in the broadest sense.” Besides stressing that practices include 
tacit and informal as well as explicit practices, Whittington (2006) classifies practices 
as multi-level concepts divided into organization-specific practices―embodied in rou-
tines, operating procedures and cultures―sector-specific practices―such as routines 
defined by shared cognitive maps or norms of industries―and finally society-specific 
practices―including norms, discourses and procedures diffusing across nations and 
the world. Table 1 summarizes various definitions and types of practices found in the 
literature. 

This review does include a comprehensive list of authors and articles engaged in 
providing a definition of ‘practices’ (see for example Mantere, 2005; Jarzabkowski et 
al., 2007). But as this assessment illustrates, contributors to the field of strategy-as-
practice have not come to agreement on a common understanding of the term ‘prac-
tices’ and what the term comprises; therefore, a general definition has yet to be estab-
lished. It is arduous, and beyond the focus of this study, to try and bring these various 
definitions, categorizations and descriptions of practices together. The many contribu-
tors to the discussion have subsumed a wide variety of elements under the term ‘prac-
tices’, or have defined them vaguely with many different examples. As a result, it has 
been difficult to avoid misunderstandings in the usage of terms and their clear demar-
cation. Confusion is evoked, for example, when one talks about one incident of ‘prac-
tices’, which would lead, in another circumstance to the use of the term ‘practice’. 
‘Practice’, however, is most often reserved, in the strategy-as-practice literature, to 
mean an activity, or the execution of actual strategy work in the ‘practical world’ as 
opposed to in theory. Likewise, if several activities are being referred to, the term 
‘practices’ is used to mean several incidents of ‘practice’ (activity)―or so it seems. As 
the term ‘practices’ has been defined so broadly and to include many types of activi-
ties, the reader of the strategy-as-practice literature is often left wondering whether the 
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term ‘practices’ is being used to refer to several activities (plural of practice) or ‘prac-
tices’ as norms, routines or tools and, at times, where the difference lies between the 
two. Reckwitz (2002) and Whittington (2006) try to circumvent these misunderstand-
ings by using the term ‘praxis’ instead of ‘practice’ when referring to activities, and 
Reckwitz (2002) points out that in the German language there is a useful distinction 
between “Praxis” (praxis or practice) and “Praktiken” (practices). However, as both 
authors also use the term ‘practice’ a certain mystification sometimes remains and a 
clear understanding and differentiation is challenging to achieve. 

PRACTICES Reckwitz (2002) 
Jarzabkowski 

(2005) 
Whittington 

(2006) Johnson et al. (2007) 

Understanding / 
definition 

Routinized type of 
behavior which 
consists of several 
elements, intercon-
nected to one another 

Tools and artifacts used 
in doing strategy work 

Shared routines of 
behavior 

Some wider context of 
institutional and organiza-
tional practices with 
which people engage to 
carry out strategy activity 

Forms of bodily 
activities 

Rational / administra-
tive (planning mecha-
nisms, budgets, fore-
casts, control systems, 
performance indicators 
and targets) 

Traditions Specific organizational 
routines (institutional 
procedures, systems, tools, 
techniques, norms and 
scripted behavior) 

Forms of mental 
activities 

Discursive (discourses 
of strategy and strategy 
tools and techniques 
providing language for 
these discourses)  

Norms Episodes (board meetings, 
strategy-away days and 
temporal sequences in 
planning and budgeting) 

‘Things’ and their 
use 

Episodic (meetings, 
workshops and away 
days) 

Procedures for think-
ing, acting and using 
‘things’ 

 

Categories / 
examples 

Background knowl-
edge 

   

  Tacit and informal   
Forms 

  Explicit   

Table 1: Definitions and understanding of ‘practices’ 

 

The still ongoing process of unification, with respect to the definition of terms, is 
observable in a recent special issue of Human Relations that focused on strategizing. 
In a guest editorial, Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl (2007) discuss a praxis-
practices-practitioners framework of strategy-as-practice. In this article, they also refer 
to ‘praxis’ as the “situated socially accomplished flows of activity that strategically are 
consequential for the direction and survival of the group, organization or industry” 
(Jarzabkowski et al., 2007: 11) whereas a previously published version of that article 
(Jarzabkowski, Balogun, & Seidl, 2006) still contained the term ‘practice’ instead of 
‘praxis’. 
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To avoid and bypass confusion most empirical articles and papers in the field re-
frain from defining or differentiating between ‘practices’ and ‘practice’ (e.g. Or-
likowski, 2002; Balogun et al., 2005; Rouleau, 2005; Tuckermann, von Arx, & Rüegg-
Stürm, 2006). Likewise, this work concentrates specifically on the activities, practice 
or praxis involved in the enactment and completion of strategic change processes. As 
these activities are the focus of the empirical investigation, practices will be used as 
the plural of practice (activity) in this work. If other tools, artifacts, routines, adminis-
trative mechanisms, episodes or context is referred to or referenced, it will be labeled 
as such. 

Four frameworks summarize and conclude the account of the foundations of the 
strategy-as-practice domain. Three of them, two proposed by Jarzabkowski (2003; 
2005) (Figure 6 & Figure 7) and one by Whittington (2006) (Figure 9), put the con-
cepts of practice (praxis), practices and practitioners into relation to each other. The 
fourth one, put forth by Johnson and colleagues (2007) (Figure 10), depicts the focus 
and situation of strategy-as-practice within the wider domain of strategic management.  

The first framework developed by Jarzabkowski in 2003 (Figure 6) sets practical 
or strategic activity into context with top-management teams (TMT) and collective 
structures and illuminates how strategic practices mediate their interconnections. The 
main focus is on activity and its role within continuity and change. “In activity theory 
practical activity is posited as the essential site for analyzing interaction between ac-
tors and collective structures. Practical activity is comprised of a series of actions but 
is a more historically situated and collective notion than any single action… [practical 
or strategic] activity... arises from the interaction of TMT actors and collective struc-
tures over time” (Jarzabkowski, 2003: 25-26). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Jarzabkowski’s activity system in which strategy as practice occurs 

(Jarzabkowski, 2003) 
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The second framework by Jarzabkowski (2005), depicted in Figure 7, recaps the 
general definitions of practice, practices and practitioners as she employs them in her 
book, and sets these three concepts in relation to each other as the constituting ele-
ments of an activity perspective on strategy-as-practice. Jarzabkowski uses this display 
to again illustrate the focus of her work on practice and activity.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Jarzabkowski’s strategy-as-practice framework of practice, practices and practitioners 

(Jarzabkowski, 2005) 

A refinement of this framework can be found in a recent publication from Jarzab-
kowski, Balogun and Seidl (2007) who locate strategizing at the intersection of praxis 
(practice), practices and practitioners. Reviewing empirical strategizing research they 
classify several studies according to their primary focus on ‘A’ as the intersection be-
tween practitioners and practices, ‘B’ the intersection between praxis and practices, 
and ‘C’ the intersection between praxis and practitioners. Little empirical work, they 
observe, has targeted the interconnection between praxis and practitioners, illustrating 
what kind of praxis practitioners engage in within the process of strategizing―or stra-
tegic change. 

Another attempt at integrating praxis, practices and practitioners is made be Whit-
tington (2006) who sets these three concepts into a dynamic relation to each other and 
illustrates their interrelation through time in the procedure of strategizing. As Figure 9 
points out, in the process of strategizing there are several practitioners who draw on 
and utilize several strategy practices, and who conduct strategy work within several 
episodes of strategy praxis over time. This framework composes a more dynamic per-
spective on strategizing as it illuminates strategizing and the interplay of its compo-
nents over time.   

 

Practice:
Strategy as situated,

socially accomplished flow
of organizational activity

Practitioners:
Skilled, 

knowledgeable 
actors inside and 
outside the firm

Practices:
administrative,

discursive, episodic

Practice:
Strategy as situated,

socially accomplished flow
of organizational activity

Practitioners:
Skilled, 

knowledgeable 
actors inside and 
outside the firm

Practices:
administrative,

discursive, episodic
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Figure 8: Jarzabkowski, Balogun and Seidl’s conceptual framework for analyzing strategy-as-practice 

(Jarzabkowski et al., 2007) 

Finally, the framework proposed by Johnson, Langley, Melin and Whittington 
(2007) in a new book on strategy-as-practice sets individual’s strategy activities/praxis 
in context and in relation to organizational actions and institutional field practices 
within the two dimensions of strategy content and strategy process. The authors use 
this model to elucidate the internal relationships of the strategy management domain 
and to sketch out a research agenda for the strategy-as-practice field. The main point 
they make is that “it is this capacity to cross the boundaries between content and proc-
ess, micro and macro, that gives strategy as practice such a rich and exciting research 
agenda” (Johnson et al., 2007: 11). Additionally, they explore several specific linkages 
(labeled V1 to V4 in Figure 10) and expand on their significance and potential for re-
search activities in the s-as-p field. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Whittington’s strategy-as-practice framework of praxis, practices and practitioners 

(Whittington, 2006) 
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One of the links they elaborate on (V1) represents the relation between individ-
ual’s activities and organizational level processes. As this connection between activi-
ties and processes is an important aspect for this research project, as well as for the 
strategy-as-practice domain in general, it will be further investigated in the following 
section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Johnson and colleagues’ exploded map of strategic management 

(Johnson et al., 2007) 

2.2.2.3. How strategy-as-practice builds on, informs and departs from strategy proc-
ess research 

Besides the general turn to practice in the broad field of social theory, the ideas of 
strategy-as-practice are most closely related to the strategy process school within man-
agement research. Strategy process research departed from the strategy content school 
in emphasizing a dynamic view of strategy and a concern with managerial actors 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005). By “placing center-stage strategists real-time interaction” 
(Samra-Fredricks, 2003: 142) and focusing on “the internal life of process” (Brown & 
Duguid, 2000: 95) the s-as-p domain adds “further texture to the processual perspec-
tive” (Samra-Fredricks, 2003: 142) advocated by scholars such as Pettigrew (1992), 
van de Ven (1992) or Dawson (2005).  

In an early contribution to the field of strategy-as-practice, Whittington (1996) 
outlined the way that strategy-as-practice research distinguishes itself from the process 
school (see Figure 11) by departing from an organization level analysis of processes 
towards a more micro-level analysis of organizational actor’s activities. Whittington 
(2006) acknowledges a certain overlap between the process and the practice perspec-
tive, for example in Pettigrew’s (1985a) detailed description of the political activities 
inside ICI. He also argues that most process studies concentrate on the organizational 
level, organizational populations as a whole, and entire processes, whereas the practice 
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perspective concerns itself with the micro-practices of action and interaction constitut-
ing the work of strategizing and finer details of internal life of strategy processes 
(Whittington, 1996; Chia & Holt, 2006). Process studies provide a useful start but their 
detailed studies of strategic decision-making or strategic change “tend to describe 
whole processes, neglecting the micro-activities that constitute them. Brown and 
Duguid (2000) have recently described practice as concerned with ‘the internal life of 
process’ and the practice perspective goes deeper into the black box to delve into the 
ordinary work involved in the routines of everyday life” (Whittington, 2002: 4). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 11: Four perspectives on strategy 

(Whittington, 1996) 

A thorough debate about the influence and differences of the strategy process 
school and strategy-as-practice can be found in the only two English books so far pub-
lished on strategy-as-practice and in a guest editorial by Johnson, Melin and Whitting-
ton (2003). In her book, Jarzabkowski (2005) identified five general differences be-
tween strategy process or change process approaches and strategy-as-practice. Her un-
derstanding of strategy process, she acknowledged, is, however, almost entirely in-
formed by the Bower-Burgelman action and change process veins of research (see 
Bower, 1970; Burgelman, 1983b, 1991, 1996). The first difference, she maintains, is 
the approach to agency. Whereas strategy process research concerns itself with the role 
of top managers it neglects the influence and action of various other managerial actors. 
The second point she argues is that the process vein (of Bower-Burgelman) omits situ-
ated context, and does so deliberately, whereas from a practice perspective, strategic 
and structural context could not be abstracted from a situation that makes strategy and 
structure relevant to action. Consequently, practice theory characterizes strategy as 
situated activity. The third difference Jarzabkowski identified is the process school’s 
focus on firm-level occurrences and analysis, consequently neglecting more fine-
grained and detailed evaluations of activity construction. A practice perspective, she 
ascertains, is concerned with “activity as the level of analysis and the actions and in-
teractions that comprise activity as the unit of analysis” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 5). 

Policy

Process Practice

PlanningWhere/
what

How

Organization Managers

Issue

Level

Policy

Process Practice

Planning

Practice

PlanningWhere/
what

How

Organization Managers

Issue

Level



Literature review and theoretical building blocks  53 

Fourth, she claims, that the action school (Mintzberg, 1990) is mainly concerned with 
grassroot strategies that emerge in the organization in a bottom-up manner. This, how-
ever, would neglect the deliberate actions of top managers in strategy making and the 
complex relationships between intended and emergent strategy, which is a subject of 
strategy-as-practice. Finally, Jarzabkowski (2005: 5) declares that even though strat-
egy does involve change, “strategy as practice shifts the analytic focus to how strategy 
is constructed rather than how firms change [and]… strategy as practice thus privileges 
the construction of strategic stability alongside change.” 

The second substantial elaboration of the distinction between strategy process and 
strategy-as-practice approaches is by Johnson and colleagues (2007). Based on their 
map of strategic management (Figure 10) they have identified three principal differ-
ences between the practice turn in social theory and many processual approaches. The 
first point, congruent with Jarzabkowski’s (2005) third aspect, is about the level of 
analysis. Whereas the processual approach concentrates on the organizational or popu-
lation-level, the practice perspective is more interested in the practical activity of peo-
ple within larger processes and what they actually do. The second difference concerns 
the conception of performance, which also relates back to the first aspect. Johnson and 
colleagues (2007: 26) argue that “the dependent variable in traditional strategy studies 
is the performance of the organizational unit as a whole. A practice approach points 
more to the performance of the artful individuals” and the significance of the mere 
performance of activities. Finally, the third argument concerns the attention to context. 
While process-focused researchers have always been attentive to economic or social 
context, this has typically been seen as ‘external’ (Pettigrew, 1985a). “The practice 
perspective, on the other hand, tends to read economic and social ‘context’ as both 
essentially involved in the definition of actors and directly implicated in the possibility 
of their action” (Johnson et al., 2007: 26). The practice perspective would therefore 
concern itself with both, the micro-activity deep inside organizational processes as 
well as macro-contextual conditions outside process.  

Within their guest editorial Johnson, Melin and Whittington (2003) discuss the 
‘legacy’ of the process research tradition and identify three specific strengths and six 
weaknesses, which, they argue, could be alleviated by the strategy-as-practice ap-
proach. As significant contribution of the process school they list its success in open-
ing up the black box of organizing, its contribution in humanizing the field by bringing 
human beings into the arena of strategy development and its role in legitimizing small 
sample in-depth studies. They counter these aspects by claiming six limitations of the 
process tradition: firstly, the process school has not dug far enough into detailed activi-
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ties and first hand observations or accounts of events. Secondly, the role of managerial 
agency has been not been questioned sufficiently. Thirdly, is has often not provided 
sufficiently valuable implications for practitioners, staying descriptive on a level that is 
too aggregate to provide managers with support in their day-to-day decision making 
processes. Fourthly, the process tradition has separated itself too vigorously from the 
content school. Fifthly, process research has too often lacked explicit linkages to strat-
egy outcomes, and finally, processual case studies were too often trapped in particular 
aspects, thereby neglecting rigorous analyses and systematic comparisons on general 
theories or issues. The strengths of the strategy process school, and similarities with 
the strategy-as-practice domain, as well as its weaknesses and differences with s-as-p, 
are summarized in Table 2. 

As can be seen from this review of the discussions about the differences between 
the strategy process school and the strategy-as-practice approach there is no common 
understanding and agreement yet as to these disparities. This can be attributed on the 
one hand to the relative newness of strategy-as-practice; this domain is still an emerg-
ing field involving contributions from scholars with many differing points-of-view and 
hence differing understandings of the field. On the other hand it is related to the ex-
tended tradition of strategy process theories that came to include a number of factors 
related to processes and evaluated them from a variety of different perspectives. For 
example, one could refute the criticism that the strategy process school does not em-
brace a ‘situated’ process view, as it does with the contextual/processual approach 
(Pettigrew, 1985b), or that it has only been concerned with top managers (Jarzab-
kowski’s (2005) first point). Several contributions can be found that examine the role 
and value of middle managers (Huy, 2002; Ogbonna & Wilkinson, 2003), change 
agents (Achilles & Fredenberger, 1995) and change recipient’s resistance (Dent & 
Goldberg, 1999; Ford et al., 2002) or readiness (Kaplan & Norton, 2004), as well as 
individuals’ roles in interaction and communication (Ford, 1999a) or leadership and 
decision making (Langley, Mintzberg, Pitcher, Posada, & Saint-Macary, 1995; Denis, 
Lamothe, & Langley, 2001). Nevertheless, the contribution and value of the practice 
turn shall not be opposed here. In fact the contrary position is taken, acknowledging as 
many others have (Samra-Fredricks, 2003; Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007), 
not only the close relation between strategy process and strategy-as-practice ap-
proaches, but also the influence that many strategy process theories have had on sev-
eral underlying ideas of strategy-as-practice. Undisputed in the field are the specifics 
and the particular contributions of strategy-as-practice in that it underscores the impor-
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tance of situated and distributed activity, interaction and the possibility of agency 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005; Johnson et al., 2007). 

STRATEGY PROCESS 
RESEARCH Jarzabkowski (2005) 

Johnson, Langley, Melin, 
Whittington (2007) 

Johnson, Melin & 
Whittington (2003) 

Departure from content 
school by introduction of 
dynamic view of strategy 

 Opening up the black box 
of organizing 

  Humanizing the strategy 
arena 

strength /  
similarity with s-as-p 

  Legitimizing small sam-
ple in-depth studies 

Limited account of agency, 
sole focus on top managers 

Focus on firm performance rather 
than the artful performance of 
individuals 

Limited focus on detailed 
activity 

Omission of situated context Perception of economic or social 
context as external rather than 
implicate to actors practice 

Limited exploration of 
managerial agency 

Focus on firm-level occur-
rences, neglecting more 
detailed activity 

Concentration on firm-level or 
population-level, neglecting de-
tailed activities within processes 

Not sufficient inferences 
for practitioners 

Negligence of deliberate 
actions of strategy making  

 Too strongly separated 
from strategy content  

Too strongly focused on 
maintenance and reproduction 

 Lack of linkage to strat-
egy outcomes 

weakness / 
difference to s-as-p 

  Lack of rigorous analysis 
and theory comparison 

Table 2: Contribution and comparison of strategy process research with strategy-as-practice 

 

In addition to these appraisals of the general strategy process domain with respect 
to strategy-as-practice, a more specific process area deserves further attention due to 
its particular close relation with s-as-p―the field of organizational routines (March & 
Simon, 1958; Cohen & Bacdayan, 1994; Feldman, 2000; Feldman & Rafaeli, 2002). 
Routines are frequently defined as “repetitive, recognizable patterns of interdependent 
actions, carried out by multiple actors” (Feldman & Pentland, 2003: 95). Also in the 
strategy-as-practice literature several claims for practice as something recurring can be 
found. “The term ‘practice’ implies repetitive performance in order to become ‘prac-
ticed’: that is, to attain recurrent, habitual, or routinized accomplishment of particular 
actions… Practice is thus a particular type of self-reinforcing learning” (Jarzabkowski, 
2004: 531) 

In particular the contributions by Feldman and colleagues (Feldman, 2000; 
Feldman & Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman, 2003; Feldman & Pentland, 2003) and their con-
ceptualization of routines as containing an ostensive and a performative aspect, has 
improved the understanding of routines and their role in stability as well as in change 
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(Feldman, 2000; Feldman & Pentland, 2003). Based on understandings of the relation-
ship between structure and action or agency found in structuration theory (Giddens, 
1984), they define routines as composed of an ostensive and a performative aspect, 
and they emphasize the importance of agency in the study of routines (Feldman & 
Pentland, 2003). The ostensive aspect of routines has been defined as what typically is 
seen as structure and relates to the abstract idea of the routine. The ostensive facet, 
they argue (Feldman & Pentland, 2003: 101), may be “codified as a standard operating 
procedure, or it may exist as a taken-for-granted norm” involving tacit components as 
well as artifacts. The ostensive characteristics of routines might be understood as a 
normative guide to what actions should and could be taken, or retrospectively, ac-
counting for actions taken and referring to activities as explanations of events. The 
ostensive aspect of routines, as Feldman and colleagues illustrate them, closely resem-
bles what the strategy-as-practice literature refers to as ‘practices’ (Johnson et al., 
2007). 

The performative aspect of routines “consists of specific actions, by specific peo-
ple, in specific places and times” (Feldman & Pentland, 2003). Here, Feldman and 
Pentland explicitly refer to Bourdieu’s (1977) theory of practice, and describe the per-
formative aspect of routines as essential for the creation, maintenance and modifica-
tion of the ostensive aspects of routines. This conceptualization is seen, for example by 
Johnson and colleagues (2007), as closely related to and resembling the ‘practice’ or 
‘praxis’ aspect of strategy-as-practice. Finally, Feldman and Pentland (2003) deviate 
from the classical understanding of routine that has been illustrated by metaphors of 
‘programs’ (March & Simon, 1958), ‘habits’ (Simon, 1945) and ‘genes’ (Nelson & 
Winter, 1982) in the vigorous assertion of the importance of agency that emphasizes 
“the active engagement of individuals in on-going practices and the interpenetration of 
agency with various forms of structure. Agency is apparent in each participant’s 
choice of actions and the reflexive self-monitoring of those actions” (Feldman & Pent-
land, 2003: 109). Apparently, the concept of agency resembles the ideas of the ‘practi-
tioner’ in strategy-as-practice theories. Several aspects of organizational routines, as 
outlined by Feldman and colleagues, thus closely coincide with the strategy-as-
practice approach. A key difference, however, is the strict focus of routines on repeti-
tion. Strategizing activities may, or may not, be repetitive actions that bear recogniz-
able patterns of action. 

After having discussed and evaluated the conceptual and theoretical outlines and 
definitions of strategy-as-practice and its components, and after having compared it to 
the strategy process school and the conception of routines, the next chapter will ex-
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pand on several empirical studies that have already been undertaken within the strat-
egy-as-practice domain. A particular focus will be given to studies that concentrate on 
strategic change processes.  

2.2.2.4. Discussion of exemplary empirical strategy-as-practice studies 

In this section the research agenda of strategy-as-practice as suggested by several 
authors will be illustrated and some exemplary empirical contributions presented that 
deal with the field of strategy-as-practice and particularly with the practice of and in 
processes of adaptation and change. First, an overview of the research agenda will be 
presented as it has been discussed in the literature. Second, several empirical contribu-
tions to the strategy-as-practice field will be discussed. This will be done in two parts, 
one evaluating general contributions to the domain and the other one focusing specifi-
cally on literature in the area of change. Finally, this section will close with a specific 
and detailed identification of the existing gap in the strategy-as-practice and strategy 
process literature that comprises the focus of this empirical work.  

Several articles in the emerging strategy-as-practice field have set out to propose 
and discuss a possible research agenda and pose several research questions 
(Whittington, 1996; Johnson et al., 2003; Whittington, 2003; Chia, 2004; Jarzab-
kowski, 2004). The elaboration of possible research questions with respect to strategy-
as-practice commenced with general issues such as “what does it take to be an effec-
tive strategy practitioner?”, “how strategists strategize?” or “how managers and con-
sultants act and interact in the whole strategy-making sequence?” (Whittington, 1996: 
731-732) Others raised questions such as “what are people doing?”, “how are they do-
ing it and who with?”, “how might collective learning occur?”, and “how can people 
mould the context that shapes their practices?” (Blackler et al., 2000: 281) These ques-
tions focused on the general development of the field and could be regarded as a wide-
ranging spanning of the domain. With the on-going development and mounting contri-
butions to s-as-p, the directions of research became more and more focused on specific 
aspects of strategizing. Whittington (2002), for example, discussed in detail six re-
search directions ranging from who, how and where strategizing and organizing work 
is actually done, what kind of skills, tools and techniques are required and used, and 
how people deal with the products of strategizing.  

An even more focused approach is proposed by Jarzabkowski (2004) who ex-
plores ‘recursive’ and ‘adaptive’ practices and their interaction within contexts at dif-
ferent organizational levels. Consequently, she proposes research questions that con-
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centrate on recursive and adaptive characteristics of practice and their implications in 
different contexts.  

Finally, Johnson and colleagues (2007) propose several research foci on the basis 
of their Map of Strategic Management (Figure 10). They are most interested in the re-
lations and linkages between process and content on different organizational levels and 
discuss four of these links (V1 through V4 in Figure 10). The links V1 and V2 are of 
particular interest for this research as they explore the connection between people’s 
activities and organizational-level processes (V1), as well as activities and the strate-
gies of the organization (V2). The V1 link is based on the contention that people’s in-
teractions inform and constitute organizational processes. Therefore, questions can be 
asked such as how are organizational processes (including change processes) enacted 
and how are organizational level initiatives (including change initiatives) pursued in 
terms of what people actually do. With respect to change processes, it is of concern to 
recognize the importance of what people actually do to enact change, to translate 
strategies into action and to make sense of new strategies (Balogun & Johnson, 2005; 
Johnson et al., 2007). Johnson and colleagues (2007: 14) identify a specific research 
opportunity as exploring how the activities of organizational actors “affect organiza-
tional processes and systems” and “influence… strategic outcomes for organizations.” 
Additionally, the V2 link focuses attention on the question of how organizational ac-
tors’ activities underpin, enact and support organizational strategies. Here, the authors 
draw particular attention to the challenge of managing the implementation of an in-
tended strategy, the strategic change process and how strategic initiatives need to be 
studied in terms of people’s activities. Both of these links form the underlying inspira-
tions for my own research effort.  

Already, there have been several empirical studies in the emerging domain of 
strategy-as-practice that report interesting findings in major journals and that inform 
some of the research questions discussed above. Published work includes: Or-
likowski’s (2002) study on enacting collective capability in product development 
work; Miller, Wilson and Hickson’s (2004) examination of challenges of putting 
strategies into practice; Jarzabkowski’s (2005) analysis of strategic activity in practice; 
and Mantere’s (2005) exploration of championing activities. Furthermore, there are a 
few research efforts that particularly target a practice perspective with respect to stra-
tegic change such as Orlikowski’s (1996) article on organizational transformation and 
new technology implementation, Rouleau’s (2005) investigation of micro-practices of 
strategic sensemaking and sensegiving, and Balogun and colleague’s (2005) research 
about boundary shaking practices. As these works are examples of publications that 
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report specific practices of strategizing they will be discussed next, additionally draw-
ing on conceptual papers in the strategy-as-practice literature that target organizational 
change. 

Besides several papers presented at conferences, Orlikowski (2002) is one of the 
first scholars to publish empirical results of a practice study without, however, labeling 
it strategy-as-practice. She outlines “a perspective on knowing in practice which high-
lights the essential role of human action in knowing how to get things done in complex 
organizational work” (Orlikowski, 2002: 249). She refers to practices of global prod-
uct development activities as enacted capability of effective distributed organizing. By 
means of a qualitative case study in the software industry she was able to identify and 
describe a repertoire of five practices that allowed the organization to “routinely and 
repeatedly enact a collective competence in [effective] complex and distributed prod-
uct development work” (Orlikowski, 2002: 267). The repertoire included (1) the prac-
tice of sharing identity, (2) the practice of interacting face to face, (3) the practice of 
aligning effort, (4) the practice of learning by doing, and (5) the practice of supporting 
participation (Figure 12). Orlikowski elaborates on these practices, identifies the ac-
tivities comprising the practices, and specifies knowledge constituted in the practices. 
The study contributes admirably to the field of strategy-as-practice and our under-
standing of strategizing as it specifies and elucidates detailed practices and activities 
that constitute and enact part of the strategy process, namely effective new product 
development.  

Practice Activities comprising the practice Knowing constituted in the practice 

Sharing identity • Engaging in common training and socialization 
• Using common orientation to do development 

work 
• Identifying with the organization 

Knowing the organization 

Interacting face to face • Gaining trust, respect, credibility, and commit-
ment 

• Sharing information 
• Building and sustaining social networks 

Knowing the players in the game 

Aligning effort • Using common model, method, and metrics 
• Contracting for expertise annually 
• Using standard metrics 

Knowing how to coordinate across time 
and space 

Learning by doing • Investing in individual development 
• Mentoring employees in their careers 
• Rewarding not punishing effort 

Knowing how to develop capabilities 

Supporting participation • Globally distributing product development work 
• Involving participants in project decisions 
• Initiating and supporting overseas assignments 

Knowing how to innovate 

Figure 12: Kappa’s repertoire of practices, activities, and knowing in product development 

(Orlikowski, 2002) 

Another set of activities within the strategy process is identified by Miller, Wilson 
and Hickson (2004) who have studied the way managers put strategy into practice and 
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the activities involved in implementing strategic decisions. Focusing on micro-
practices of strategy, they have identified context conditions within which managerial 
implementation activities take place to achieve objectives. Concentrating specifically 
on practice, they define managerial activities as “the actions managers taken when 
planning and organizing implementation. These are operationalized as assessing, 
specifying, resourcing (resources include personnel, finance and time), gaining ac-
ceptability, and ensuring structural facilitation and prioritizing” (Miller et al., 2004: 
205, emphasis in original). These activities, situated in the context of the organiza-
tional experience base and the readiness of the organizational context, are directed to-
wards achieving objectives (see Figure 13). Miller and colleagues not only draw con-
clusions about the situated managerial activities involved in decision implementation, 
they also provide detailed implications for practice, based on their findings. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 13: Situated activity of decision achievement 

(Miller et al., 2004) 

Another remarkable contribution to the understanding of strategy-as-practice is the 
research of Mantere (2005) who focuses on issues of agency and who studies practices 
as enablers and disablers of strategic championing activities. Championing, he main-
tains, are activities to influence the organization to affect strategically important is-
sues, and it covers the whole process of strategy from formulation to implementation. 
He poses three research questions. “First, what practices enable and disable champion-
ing; second, how these practices enable and disable championing; and third, who these 
practices enable and disable” (Mantere, 2005: 166). As a result of his inductive study, 
he specified several practices of strategy formation, organizing and control that influ-
enced championing, and he characterized them as either recursive or adaptive 
(Jarzabkowski, 2004) (see Figure 14). From his data, which included more than three 
hundred semi-structured interviews, he was also able to trace the rationale of how 
these practices enable or disable championing and how top and middle managers as 
well as operative personnel were involved in these. Consequently, Mantere’s (2005) 

• Managerial Actions (planning) take place in the context of 
organizational readiness and experience.

• In turn, managerial actions during implementation can 
inform experience and change organizational readiness.

• Managerial Actions (planning) take place in the context of 
organizational readiness and experience.

• In turn, managerial actions during implementation can 
inform experience and change organizational readiness.
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work is a notable contribution to the field of strategy-as-practice as it manages to com-
bine a dual focus on practice and practitioners, and to illuminate how they contribute 
to the act of championing within the strategy process. 

The works discussed are remarkable as they explicitly answer the question of what 
constitutes the day-to-day activities of organizational life, as related to strategic out-
comes (Johnson et al., 2003); they also shed light on the internal life of the strategy 
process (Brown & Duguid, 2000) by establishing specific activities (practice) involved 
in strategizing.  

Practice Type 

Strategy formation  
 Official feedback mechanisms Recursive 
 Official information dissemination practices Recursive 
 Strategy operationalization practices Recursive 
 Sensegiving practices Adaptive 

Organizing  
 Cross-organizational development projects Adaptive 
 Continuous negotiations of responsibility Adaptive 
 Organization design practices Recursive 
 Personnel development practices Recursive 
 Task definition practices Recursive 

Control  
 Influence practices through social networks Adaptive 
 Official participation practices Recursive 
 Performance evaluation practices Recursive 
 Resource mobilization practices Recursive 
 Rewarding practices Recursive 

Figure 14: Strategic practices as enablers and disablers of championing activity 

(Mantere, 2005) 

A slightly different approach is taken by Jarzabkowski (2005). Despite her claim 
of “an activity-based approach” to strategy-as-practice and her assertion of a ‘practice’ 
focus in her research, she does not specifically identify and describe incidents of prac-
tice, but rather she explains who contributes to the activity (practitioners), how the ac-
tivity is constructed, and what dynamics of influence shape the activity (Jarzabkowski, 
2005). This, in turn, aims more at ‘practices’ rather than ‘practice’.  

Focusing exclusively on top managers as strategic actors she identifies several 
very general kinds of activity (core activity, other activities, multiple activities), and 
develops a typology for patterns that shape activity over time. These patterns include: 
(1) introducing a localized activity, (2) inertial activity, (3) shaping change in activity, 
(4) stabilizing activity, and (5) unresolved activity. However, Jarzabkowski’s main 
focus on these patterns is on the types and sequences of strategizing activities that are 
involved. Accordingly, she has identified four types of strategizing, interactive, inte-
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grative, pre-active, and procedural, which are characterized by their degree of interpre-
tative and structural legitimacy (see Figure 15). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15: Jarzabkowski’s strategizing matrix 

(Jarzabkowski, 2005) 

As it becomes apparent from the characterization and display of these types of 
strategizing, besides several very valuable conceptual and theoretical categorizations 
of the strategy-as-practice domain, the main empirical contribution of Jarzabkowski’s 
(2005) work rests on the practices involved in different forms and incidents of strate-
gizing and their impact on activity, as a summary of her resulting concepts reveals:  

• “Strategy is a pattern in a stream of goal-directed activity over time. 

• Strategizing is the interplay between top managers and those situated practices that 
mediate the shaping of strategy over time. 

• Procedural strategizing is the use of situated formal administrative practices to 
shape strategy. It confers structural legitimacy on activity, but is prone to inertia. 

• Interactive strategizing is the use of face-to-face interaction to shape strategy. It 
confers interpretative legitimacy on activity, but this interpretative legitimacy is not 
durable” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 154). 

Her work is much more conceptual with a stronger concentration on general the-
ory building, but less descriptive with respect to an identification of concrete practice 
or activity involved in strategy, strategizing and the strategy process.  

In addition to these empirical studies there are several works that concentrate spe-
cifically on micro-practices and activity in processes of strategic change. They consti-
tute the focus of the last part of this literature review.  

One contribution in this field is made by Orlikowski (1996) who studied organiza-
tional transformation as an on-going improvisation enacted by organizational members 
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trying to make sense of and act coherently in the context of the introduction of new 
information technology. She studied and perceived of organizational transformation as 
“grounded in the on-going practices4 of organizational actors and emergent out of their 
(tacit and not so tacit) accommodations to and experiments with the everyday contin-
gencies, breakdowns, exceptions, opportunities, and unintended consequences that 
they encounter” (Orlikowski, 1996: 65), rather than a deliberate and orchestrated 
event. In very close resemblance to Feldman and colleagues’ work on routines 
(Feldman & Rafaeli, 2002; Feldman & Pentland, 2003), and in accordance with Gid-
dens’ (1984) structuration theory, Orlikowski (1996: 66) based her work on an under-
standing of organizations as being enacted and constituted by on-going agency of or-
ganizational members. She showed that “every action taken by organization members 
either reproduces existing organizational properties or alters them. Through sustained 
adjustments in organizing practices―however unintentional and unacknow-
ledged―social changes can be enacted.” Consequently, she proposes an understanding 
of change as inherent in everyday activities, inseparable from the on-going and situ-
ated practices of organizational actors and an emergent characteristic of practices. This 
perspective adds immensely to our understanding of the possible emergent nature of 
organizational transformation through on-going practices. It leaves unexplored the role 
or influence of practices in processes of planned transformation. 

Another contribution is made by Jarzabkowski (2003) in a study about the role of 
strategic practices in relation to continuity or change. Based on an activity system of 
strategy-as-practice (see Figure 6) she defines strategic practices as “formal operating 
procedures” (Jarzabkowski, 2003: 26) that mediate the interaction between actors, col-
lective structures and strategic activity. Direction setting, resource allocation, and 
monitoring and control constitute the practices that Jarzabkowski focuses on in her 
research. She intends to uncover how practices structure the subjective and emergent 
processes of strategic activity. “Our focus upon these practices as mediators of interac-
tions and contradictions highlights their role in the systemic and emergent construction 
of strategic change” (Jarzabkowski, 2003: 50). Change “occurs”, Jarzabkowski main-
tains, when there is a gap between interpretations arising from past experience and 
those required for an organization’s future and new activity. “As the practices become 
overly stretched in attempting to accommodate past and future, change occurs either 

                                              
4 Orlikowski (1996) does not distinguish and differentiate between ‘practices’ and ‘practice’ but uses the term 
practices as signifying the plural of practice (activity). The discussion about a differentiation between practice 
and practices enters management research and the field of strategy-as-practice only several years later 
(Whittington, 2002; Jarzabkowski, 2003; Whittington, 2003) 
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through the development of new practices or the reinterpretation of existing practices” 
(Jarzabkowski, 2003: 50). So Jarzabkowski (2003) focuses exclusively on emergent 
changes in organizational activity. These changes ‘occur’ because contradictions arise 
in interpretations between different actors or the interpretation of the past and the fu-
ture, and the subsequent introduction of new formal operating procedures (practices) 
or a different usage of existing ones. As in other publications (Jarzabkowski, 2005), 
Jarzabkowski (2003) focuses predominantly on the role of practices in strategizing, 
leaving practice or activities involved in the process of change unexplored. Further-
more, she does not account for planned, deliberately enacted change processes or rea-
sons, and triggers of change other than contradictory interpretations. This leaves open 
questions about possible activities (practice) that an organization could engage in to 
enact and effectively support strategic change processes, especially planned ones.  

A third work to be mentioned is the study of Rouleau (2005: 1413) who explored 
“on-going primary sensemaking and sensegiving micro-practices by which middle 
managers interpret and sell strategic change at the organizational interface”. It makes 
an interesting contribution to the strategy-as-practice field and the domain of strategic 
change as it broaches the issue of middle managers’ role and their activities in proc-
esses of strategic change by illuminating how they interpret and sell strategic change at 
the organizational interface through their daily activities. Rouleau (2005) identified 
and discussed four micro-practices of strategic sensemaking and sensegiving in prac-
tice, embedded in managers’ tacit knowledge and in a broader social context (see also 
Rouleau, 2002). Practices that a middle manager relied on to interpret and sell change 
were: (1) translating the new orientation, (2) overcoding the strategy, (3) disciplining 
the client and (4) justifying the change. Translating the new orientation included 
choosing the elements used to translate the message and the employment of discursive 
symbols that belong to the language of the other person in order to transmit the mes-
sage effectively and establish a ‘connection’. Overcoding the strategy referred to “in-
scribing words and actions around the strategy in the appropriate professional and 
socio-cultural codes of the interlocutor” (Rouleau, 2005: 1426). The practice of disci-
plining the client included middle managers producing subjective and emotional ef-
fects through their routines and conversations whose objectives it was to sell the new 
strategic orientation, specifically to the clients. Finally, justifying the change involved 
providing good reasons to outside actors to adopt the changes. Rouleau’s study pro-
vides valuable information in two respects. Firstly, it adds to the understanding of the 
role and agency of middle managers in processes of strategic change. Secondly, it 
identifies specific practices (activities) that help to enact and effectively execute the 
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strategic change process. This is important for developing theory and explicating im-
plications for practitioners. 

Finally, the study by Balogun and colleagues (2005) on boundary-shaking prac-
tices of change agents provides many beneficial insights into the agency and detailed 
activities involved in planned change processes. Boundary-shakers are defined as indi-
viduals who were charged with implementing change across existing internal organiza-
tional boundaries (functional, divisional, national, and cultural) in ways that could si-
multaneously alter these boundaries. The qualitative study concentrated on boundary-
shaking practices in context, taking a micro-political perspective on politics and power 
and emphasizing that there “is little research studying the roles and practices of inter-
nal change agents at all” (Balogun et al., 2005: 261). Balogun and colleagues’ (2005) 
concern with change agents directly follows the call of the strategy-as-practice field 
for a stronger focus on the people in organizations. They particularly point out that 
change agents often have line responsibilities in addition to their change agent role, 
and are, hence, fulfilling a hybrid function as well as change agent role. Their study 
has produced five categories of boundary-shaking practices: (1) adjusting measure-
ment systems, (2) aligning agendas/selling, (3) engaging in stage management, (4) 
gathering intelligence, and (5) managing up. The first and the fourth point are self ex-
planatory but the other categories need some illumination. Aligning agendas mainly 
refers to many types of formal and informal communications used to persuade and to 
convince others of the change in a way that fits the individual’s issues. The objective 
was to achieve clarification and simplification around the change and its objectives. 
Engaging in stage management involved the manipulation of situations in certain ways 
to ensure that a message is delivered most effectively. Finally, managing up entailed 
lobbying for help from more senior management for an intended course of action. The 
findings of Balogun and colleagues (2005: 276) are particularly relevant as they show 
that change agents “act as conscious and deliberate manipulators of their organiza-
tional contexts and those who they work with” and provide a description of explicit 
practices organizational actors engage in to support the successful execution of organ-
izational change processes. 

To conclude this discussion of the process and practice theories and concepts rele-
vant to and informing my research, I will summarize the main issues and evaluate the 
contributions in the next section. This summary will also highlight existing gap in re-
search addressed by this work. I will also identify and explain underlying research 
questions and outline the contribution it intends to make.  
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2.2.2.5. Developing a practice approach to strategic change 

As the review of the strategic change literature has illustrated, a processual or con-
textual understanding of change―as developmental sequence of events  (Van de Ven, 
1992; Pettigrew, 1997; Langley, 1999)―has been suggested as the most appropriate 
way to understand not only if, but also how change occurs. For this reason, this ap-
proach has been adopted for this study. A processual/contextual perspective of change 
recognizes the dynamics of change by including historical and contextual variables, as 
well as processual dynamics (Pettigrew, 1985b). In combination with a structurational 
approach (Giddens, 1984), this perspective views every action taken by organizational 
actors as producing and reproducing or altering organizational properties, which are 
understood as both outcomes and constraints of organizational activity. Consequently, 
organizations and their processes, including change processes, can be understood as 
being enacted and constituted by the on-going agency of organizational members 
(Orlikowski, 1996). 

Accordingly, the contextual/processual perspective of change process theories is 
the departure point of my study. This is based on the valuable contributions to the un-
derstanding of change that process theories have made by opening up the black box of 
organizing, humanizing the strategy arena and departing from the sole focus on strat-
egy content by adding a dynamic view of strategy (Johnson et al., 2003; Jarzabkowski, 
2005). Process theory will, however, only yield the starting point and inform an under-
lying understanding of change for this study. Following the call of the strategy-as-
practice field, which requests a stronger focus on strategists’ activity and interaction in 
the internal life of processes (Brown & Duguid, 2000; Samra-Fredricks, 2003) and 
hence on the detailed activity and managerial agency involved in strategizing, a prac-
tice perspective will be assumed to study strategic change processes.  

Based on the preceding review of the strategy process and strategy-as-practice lit-
erature, the aim of this study is to achieve valuable insights into the activities of 
change that participants enact, and to support an effective change process. The need 
for such an approach to research and the value of it has been emphasized by several 
authors. Hendry and Seidl (2003: 177), for example, posit the question, “how, other 
than by incremental adaptation to external pressures or incremental changes arising as 
a by-product of the systems of reproduction… can be structures and institutions of re-
cursively self-reproducing systems, in this case organizations, ever change?” More-
over, Johnson, Langley, Melin and Whittington (2007: 13) add that our concern should 
be with “how organizational level [change] initiatives are pursued in terms what peo-
ple actually do. The literature… recognizes the importance of what people do to enact 
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change and focus on individuals’ capacity or willingness to take on board planned 
change. Most of the literature, however, leans towards psychological explanations…, 
largely avoiding activities.” 

Consequently, in an effort to encapsulate the most crucial aspects of the analysis 
of the strategic change process literature and in order to address some of its shortcom-
ings from a practice perspective, I formulate the following research questions: 

• Which practices do organizational actors and change participants engage in to 
enact, construct and advance strategic change processes? 

• What is their role and how do those practices aid in the social construction of 
strategic change? 

When studying strategic change processes from a practice perspective, it is useful 
to describe what is most important for this research from the strategy-as-practice field. 
Hence, the most salient issues will be recapitulated in the next paragraphs.  

The strategy-as-practice domain is concerned with strategizing, how organiza-
tional actors act and interact in the whole strategy-making process (Whittington, 
1996), and which practices they engage in that constitute organizational life and relate 
to strategic outcomes (Johnson et al., 2003). Jarzabkowski (2005) maintains that the 
strategy-as-practice approach overcomes many of the dichotomies of the strategy lit-
erature such as content/process, intended/emergent, thinking/acting or formula-
tion/implementation. However, most empirical as well as conceptual works in the field 
have maintained some of these differentiations in order to focus their contribution. In 
the same book, for example, Jarzabkowski (2005: 5) claims that “strategy as practice 
shifts the analytical focus to how strategy is constructed rather than how firms 
change”. This focus on strategy making and formulation can also be found in other 
strategy-as-practice publications such as Whittington (1996). Other authors, however, 
have concentrated on strategy formation rather than formulation (Rouleau, 2002; Chia 
& Holt, 2006), explicitly including or even mainly targeting strategic change and im-
plementation (Orlikowski, 1996; Miller et al., 2004). I argue, along with other authors 
(Hendry & Seidl, 2003), that the inclusion of and focus on change in the study of strat-
egy-as-practice is an important element in the field, and the main issue of this research. 
As several authors underscore, strategy-as-practice is concerned with people’s activi-
ties as related to strategy and strategic outcomes (Johnson et al., 2003; Johnson et al., 
2007).  

Several of the contributions in the strategy-as-practice and the related field of rou-
tines are concerned with an examination of emergent change processes and the activi-
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ties involved in becoming, adapting, and emergently modifying organizational routines 
(Feldman, 2000; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002; Feldman & Pentland, 2003). This approach 
does not preclude transformational change (Orlikowski, 1996). Others have argued 
that within the process of strategizing, organizing or changing, managers engage a 
good deal in planned, formal and systematic endeavors. And while many outcomes 
might be emergent, one should also take the planned and formal activities of strategiz-
ing and changing seriously, if for nothing else than at least for the relative ease with 
which it can be traced empirically (Whittington, 2003). A dual approach will be fol-
lowed within this study. Research will focus on planned, systemic and formal activities 
within the change process as well as emergent actions which are geared towards an 
enactment and support of the planned change process. This approach does not so much 
emphasize the day-to-day activities of organizational life (Johnson et al., 2003) and 
routine (Whittington, 2003) that some authors have called for, but it focuses on the 
activities within change initiatives or episodes (Hendry & Seidl, 2003) that are specifi-
cally geared towards obtaining the change-related objectives. 

Moreover, based on the understanding that strategizing and hence strategic change 
is a collectively enacted process involving multiple actors, the focus of this study will 
be on the interaction and discursive activity of organizational members. “Strategy and 
strategic change are very much social, not individual phenomena” (Hendry & Seidl, 
2003: 192). Consequently, rather than drilling down into individual micro-activity, 
such as writing formal documents or making of presentations (Whittington, 1996), this 
study is concerned with human interaction (Johnson et al., 2007) and discursive rela-
tionships that impact the social construction of change (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; 
Grant & Hardy, 2004). Hence, in close accordance with practice definitions of the 
strategy-as-practice literature, the practice of change or change practice relates to the 
situated, socially-accomplished flow of organizational, change-related activity 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005), or what people actually do in relation to change  and its process, 
content and context (Johnson et al., 2007). 

A clarification of terms in respect to ‘practice’ is in order. The focus of this re-
search is much more on practice or activity than on norms, tools, mechanisms, artifacts 
or routines that mediate activity and that have been subsumed under administrative, 
discursive and episodic ‘practices’. Consequently, rather than subsuming all those dif-
ferent elements in the term ‘practices’ and risking confusion, I will use practices as the 
plural form of practice, signifying several activities. I will refrain from employing the 
term ‘practices’ as coined by some strategy-as-practice authors (Jarzabkowski, 2005; 
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Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007) in this work and will rather explicitly talk 
about tools, mechanisms, artifacts and so on when referring to any of these concepts. 

Another major concern of the strategy-as-practice field is with managerial agency 
and organizational practitioners (Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007). Several au-
thors stress the importance of studying the activities of strategists-at-work (Samra-
Fredricks, 2003) and the people who do strategy work. Within strategy process theo-
ries, this focus has often been reduced to senior executives or at most extending to 
middle managers. But within the strategy-as-practice domain, the concern rests with 
the “plurality of actors” (Johnson et al., 2007: 9) and hence all practitioners involved 
in strategizing as strategy as practice arises “from the interactions between people, lots 
of people” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 8). And even though some s-as-p studies still focus 
exclusively on top management teams, claiming that an activity-based view draws at-
tention to top managers (Jarzabkowski, 2005), others have taken the call seriously and 
studied the roles and activities of change agents on different levels of the organization 
(Balogun et al., 2005). Balogun and colleagues (2005) ascertain that there is still little 
research about the roles and practices of internal change agents within context and 
their lived experiences. Hence, this research effort will entail organizational actors and 
change participants on all levels of the organization, from top management to middle 
managers and other people who act as change agents or are actively involved in the 
change process. 

 In summary, in order to answer the research questions I focus my research effort 
on: 

• Planned strategic change processes as part of the strategy process and strategy 
formation; 

• All organizational actors actively involved in the change process, from top 
management teams to change agents in their hybrid functional/change role, and 
other actors and participants in the change process; 

• The specific activities (practice) that people engage in whether planned and de-
liberate or emergent and intuitive (rather than the norms, tools, mechanisms, ar-
tifacts or routines (practices) used to mediate strategizing) to evaluate how or-
ganizational change occurs; 

• Situated activity in its organizational context considering change content and 
historical factors in the mutual social construction of contextual/processual 
change; 
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• The specifically change-related activities that aim at achieving the change ob-
jectives and herewith enacting and supporting an effective change process, the 
‘performative’ activities of change processes; and 

• The human interrelation and discursive interaction. 

This approach is well suited to tackle and find answers to the above posed re-
search questions. In order to be able to make a substantial theoretical contribution to 
change process theory Van de Ven (1992) suggests designing an adequate research 
strategy and method for the investigation of change processes. The research methodol-
ogy tailored to and employed for this empirical investigation of strategic change will 
be elaborated in the next chapter. 
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3. Research design 
Based on the analysis of change process and practice theories, and the identifica-

tion of the research gap, this study examines which practices organizational actors en-
gage in to enact, construct and advance strategic change processes and how these prac-
tices foster change. The research design described below attempts to provide the best 
possible means to answer to the research questions posed by capturing the situated ac-
tivity and interaction of change participants along with their evaluation and interpreta-
tion of events.  

In this chapter, a presentation and discussion of the methodology utilized for the 
research effort will follow. Therefore, it is important to, firstly, define and discuss the 
epistemological assumptions and positioning underlying this study, and their effects on 
the research process, data analysis, evaluation of the findings and development of the-
ory. Secondly, the utilized case study method will be introduced along with the obser-
vation-guiding frame of reference that will specify the unit and level of analysis, the 
approach for data collection, exploration, analysis and interpretation. Thirdly, an intro-
duction to the research site and research partner will be given, describing the change 
process and its organizational context that was the focus of this study. Finally, the exe-
cution of the research method will be illustrated including data collection and data 
analysis. 

3.1. Research paradigm and epistemological positioning 
Epistemological positioning refers to the processes by which we come to ask par-

ticular questions, and processes by which we come to know and make claims to reality 
(Dachler & Hosking, 1995). An epistemological scientific positioning makes explicit 
the underlying root assumptions and basic premises of a research effort and the values 
and norms of the researcher, and lays the foundation for the development, perception 
and understanding of scientific concepts, models and theories as well as for the em-
ployment of research instruments and methods (Rüegg-Stürm, 2001; Sander, Rüegg-
Stürm, & Wyss, 2004). The epistemological positioning distinguishes the available 
interpretative repertoire (Rüegg-Stürm, 2002) and consequently has a major influence 
on the comprehension of the research project and the theories developed as well as on 
the value and performance criteria for an assessment of a research effort. Interpretative 
repertoires have been depicted as “a kind of culturally shared tool kit of resources for 
people to use for their own purposes” (Burr, 2003: 60) and, in this case, for the evalua-
tion and interpretation of the empirical research data. Revealing the underlying epis-
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temological assumptions should prevent epistemological divergence that could result 
in methodological disagreement and dispute (Rüegg-Stürm, 2000). 

This study is positioned in the tradition of organizational studies which have 
adopted a social constructionist approach (Hosking, Dachler, & Gergen, 1995; Rüegg-
Stürm, 2001; Burr, 2003; Samra-Fredricks, 2003; Grant & Hardy, 2004)5. Traditional 
positivistic research approaches are based on the assumption that there is a factual and 
“concrete reality which can be analyzed, captured, and understood” (Denzin & Lin-
coln, 2000b: 9) using so-called objective methods of data collection. It assumes the 
researcher’s objectivity, separation and neutrality with respect to the object of inquiry 
(Prasad & Prasad, 2002).  

In contrast, a constructionist approach places a variety of aspects in the center of 
attention which are neglected by a positivist perspective even though they seem to bear 
high relevance in practical organizational life. Especially for an evaluation of certain 
features of change practices and processes, a constructionist perspective appears to 
provide valuable perceptions of transformation processes (Kieser, 2002a; Hendry & 
Seidl, 2003) and has been suggested and employed as an appropriate and useful epis-
temology in this context (Samra-Fredricks, 2003; Jarzabkowski, 2004). It was not only 
Van de Ven (1993b: 285) who remarked that change and “innovation success more 
often represents a socially constructed reality than an objective reality”. 

3.1.1. Main characteristics of and reasoning for social/relational constructionism 

Social constructionism has emerged as a theory of social science in the context of 
research of complex and dynamic constructs and interrelations, mainly in psychology 
and sociology (Burr, 2003; Sander et al., 2004). It therefore seems very appropriate as 
epistemological grounding for the study of change processes (Hosking & Anderson, 
1992; Kieser, 2002a). There is no single definition for social constructionism as it 
comprises various different forms of constructionist approaches6. In general, it is a 
basic suspicion against facts and an organizational theory that is built on data collec-
tion and evaluation methods that characterize social constructionist approaches 
(Kieser, 2002a). What links these different approaches together is a kind of “family 
resemblance” (Burr, 2003) and some key assumptions of social constructionism. These 

                                              
5 For an account and a differentiation of various organization theories as well as the historical development of 
constructionism refer to Kieser (2002b), Walter-Busch (1996), Sander et al. (2004) or Burr (2003). 
6 Different forms of constructionism include radical constructionism, constructionist sociology of knowledge, 
cognitive constructionism, symbolic interactionism, or relational constructionism. A description of these various 
forms and stances of social constructionism can be found in Burr (2003), Kieser (2002a) and Rüegg-Stürm 
(2001). 
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assumptions have been summarized by Burr (2003) as: (1) a critical stance towards 
positivism and assumed knowledge, (2) historical and cultural specificity, (3) knowl-
edge that is sustained by social processes, and (4) a merging of knowledge and social 
action. Kieser (2002a) adds to this list that (a) reality is socially constructed by means 
of communication, interaction and symbols, (b) knowledge can only be obtained with 
a consideration of the perspective of the actors and a culturally and historically shared 
interpretation of the interdependencies of meaning, and (c) people act on the basis of 
their free will, following their own objectives and motives, influenced by, but not de-
termined by, external factors.  

Particularly for conducting research on change processes, some of these assump-
tions deserve further illustration as they additionally substantiate the contex-
tual/processual process theories and practice perspective. The idea that knowledge 
from a constructionist perspective is historically and culturally specific, for example, 
not only holds for knowledge but also for other constructs such as activity, communi-
cation or interaction, and hence underscores the ‘situated’ characteristic of change 
practices (Jarzabkowski, 2003).  

Furthermore, Burr (2003: 4) maintains that knowledge goes together with social 
action and is sustained by social processes. She argues that “it is through the daily in-
teractions between people in the course of social life that our versions of knowledge 
become fabricated. Therefore, social interaction of all kinds… is of great interest to 
social constructionists.” This point emphasizes the perspective shared by practice theo-
rists that activities and interactions of organizational participants in praxis are of par-
ticular interest in the study of strategizing, organizing and changing. Reckwitz (2002: 
245) however clarifies that “in practice theory…discourse and language lose their om-
nipotent status. Discursive practices are one type of practices among others.” 

Additionally, Kieser (2002a) falls in line with Berger and Luckmann (1967), 
stressing that reality is socially constructed by means of communication, interaction 
and symbols which, applied to the reality of strategy, strategizing and change, is one of 
the recurring arguments of the strategy-as-practice literature and its call for a focus on 
these interrelational and discursive practices (Jarzabkowski, 2003; Samra-Fredricks, 
2003; Johnson et al., 2007). By accentuating interrelational activities among actors, 
both constructionism and strategy-as-practice also share the perception of the impor-
tance of these participants in organizational processes and their interaction. The con-
centration on relational phenomena for management, leadership and change as part of 
a constructionist epistemology is especially stressed by Dachler and Hosking (Dachler, 
1991; Hosking & Anderson, 1992; Dachler & Hosking, 1995; Hosking et al., 1995), 
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who contrast the relational perspective to the entitative perspective. They call for a 
relational perspective that puts a main focus on the on-going interactive process of 
meaning making, which is in mutual relation with its context and makes explicit the 
underlying assumptions of much of the strategy-as-practice literature. The relational 
perspective of social constructionism departs from a subject-object orientation in its 
understanding of the person-organization relation that prevails in much of the man-
agement and strategy content literature. “The subject-object perspective…pays little 
attention to the processes by which realities [e.g. change] are created. Instead, the fo-
cus is on the objects of creation (structures, cultures, resistance to change…)” 
(Hosking & Anderson, 1992: 5). They go on to state that “interest is restricted to the 
content characteristics of inputs and outcomes” (Hosking & Anderson, 1992: 8). In 
contrast, subject-subject relations see reality, strategy and change construction as a 
process of mutual creation, a process of co-construction and enactment where each to 
some extent creates the other (Giddens, 1984). As this account of the relational or so-
cial constructionist epistemology reveals, it constitutes the underlying assumptions of 
and basis for much of the strategy-as-practice field (Whittington, 1996; Jarzabkowski, 
2003; Johnson et al., 2003; Johnson et al., 2007), and falls in line with a proces-
sual/contextual understanding of strategic change processes (Pettigrew, 1987; Van de 
Ven, 1993a; Van de Ven & Poole, 1995; Dawson, 2003a); accordingly, it forms the 
approach to the practice perspective of strategic change taken in this research. 

Particularly Pettigrew (1992) stresses the close resemblance of constructionist on-
tological assumptions with the approach of contextual strategy process research. Ref-
erencing Sztompka (1991) he lists five ontological assumptions most important for 
strategy process scholars (Pettigrew, 1992: 8): 

1. Social reality is not a steady state but, rather, a dynamic process: it occurs rather 
than exists. 

2. The social process is constructed, created by human agents―individual or col-
lective―through their actions. 

3. Social life is a process of structural emergence via actions, and the tension be-
tween actions and structures is the ultimate moving force of the process. 

4. Action occurs in the context of encountered structures, which it shapes in turn, 
resulting in the dual quality of structures (as both shaping and shaped), and the 
dual quality of actors (as both producers and products). 

5. The interchange of action and structure occurs in time and is cumulative, such 
that the legacy of the past is always shaping the emerging future. What happens, 



Research design  75 

how it happens, why it happens, what results it brings about is dependent on 
when it happens, the location in the processual sequence and the place in the 
rhythm of events characteristic for a given process. 

The potential of a constructionist epistemology for strategic change research 
therefore lies in its possibility to elucidate the contextual and historical nature of or-
ganizational (change) phenomena with a focus on processes, practice and interaction 
as well as to shed light on the role of the researcher within the process of research and 
theory development. The implications on the research methods and process that fol-
low―from a social/ relational constructionist epistemology, a processual/contextual 
perspective of strategic change processes, and a focus on the practices and interaction 
of organizational actors―will be discussed next. 

3.1.2. Implications for research 

Studies of organizational change have often been limited by exclusively focusing 
on the content dimension of change, which is revealed in the altered form of the object 
(e.g. structure, system, strategy etc.) as a result of the actions taken by change agents. 
In contrast, in a subject-subject perspective organizing and changing are located in the 
process of forming, enacting and co-constructing. Organizations are constituted 
through communication and interaction. They are constantly interpreted and re-
interpreted inter-subjectively through interrelating activities and are, hence, constituted 
socially rather than technically (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Consequently, external 
researchers need to reconstruct and interpret the way that organizational actors behave, 
perceive their organizational reality and interpret their and other’s constructive activi-
ties (Kieser, 2002a).  

Relational constructionist research approaches place emphasis on issues that are 
neglected from a positivist point of view, but which have a high relevance for under-
standing organizational processes. Kieser (2002a) points out that action in organiza-
tions develops and is enacted gradually on the basis of on-going communication and 
interaction. Such an approach, he underscores, offers important insights into organiza-
tional life that has been neglected by positivist studies. 

Van de Ven and Poole (2005) have classified different typologies of approaches 
for studying organizational change based on varying epistemological assumptions (see 
Figure 16). Based on an epistemology of process narratives and an ontology of per-
ceiving an organization as represented by a ‘verb’ (rather than a noun) or a process of 
organizing, they identify “process studies of organizing by narrating emergent actions 
and activities by which collective endeavors unfold” (Van de Ven & Poole, 2005: 
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1387) as an appropriate research approach. Also Guba and Lincoln (1994) ascertain 
that the objective of the inquiry of constructionist research aims at understanding and 
reconstructing the perceptions and interpretations of people, including that of the in-
quirer. In order to do so, to understand and reconstruct, to narrate emergent actions of 
unfolding events, to provide thick descriptions, and to “catch reality in flight” 
(Pettigrew, 1997: 338) qualitative research designs and methodologies have been sug-
gested as most appropriate (Morgan & Smircich, 1980; Pettigrew, 1992; Van de Ven, 
1992; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000a). 

  Ontology 
An organization is represented as being: 

  A noun, a social actor, a real 
entity (‘thing’) 

A verb, a process of organiz-
ing, emergent flux 

Variance method Approach I 
Variance studies of change in 
organizational entities by causal 
analysis of independent variables 
that explain change in entity 
(dependent variable)? 

Approach IV 
Variance studies of organiz-
ing by dynamic modeling of 
agent-based models or cha-
otic complex adaptive sys-
tems Epistemology 

(Method for 
studying change) Process narratives Approach II 

Process studies of change in 
organizational entities narrating 
sequence of events, stages or 
cycles of change in the devel-
opment of an entity 

Approach III 
Process studies of organizing 
by narrating emergent actions 
and activities by which col-
lective endeavors unfold 

Figure 16: A typology of approaches for studying organizational change 

(Van de Ven & Poole, 2005) 

Qualitative research has been identified as “a situated activity that locates the ob-
server in the world. It consists of a set of interpretive, material practices that make the 
world visible… [and] turn the world into a series of representations… At this level 
qualitative research involves an interpretative naturalistic approach to the world. This 
means that qualitative researchers study things in their natural settings, attempting to 
make sense of, or to interpret, phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to 
them” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000a: 3). Moreover, qualitative research involves a wide 
range of interconnected, interpretative practices which seek to describe, decode, trans-
late, interpret and otherwise come to terms with the meaning of certain naturally oc-
curring phenomena in the social world (van Maanen, 1979). It includes the collection 
and analysis of a variety of empirical materials such as case studies, personal experi-
ence, introspection, interviews and artifacts, as well as observational, historical, inter-
actional and visual texts in an attempt to “reduce the distance between indicated and 
indicator, between theory and data, between context and action. The raw materials of 
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qualitative study are therefore generated in vivo, close to the point of origin” (van 
Maanen, 1979: 520, italics in original). 

Positivist management research has generally conceptualized human and organ-
izational phenomena as belonging to a natural world of ‘facts’ (Prasad & Prasad, 2002) 
and researchers have approached the study of organizations as unbiased observers of 
the facts who passively record events in natural theoretical descriptions (Astley, 1985). 
A qualitative constructionist research approach, however, “is essentially an interpreta-
tive exercise, a sense-making activity in which truth is defined by the rules of intelligi-
bility embodied in theoretical schemata” (Astley, 1985: 498). As qualitative research-
ers, Golden-Biddle and Locke (1997: xvi) point out, “we observe organizational events 
and members’ interpretations of those events as they unfold over time. Indeed, what 
we offer in the way of distinctive knowledge is a process-based view of events in or-
ganizations; we examine the ‘how’ as well as the meaning of organizational phenom-
ena.” Thus, the researcher links organizational members’ actions and interpretations of 
what happened with his own interpretations to make sense of and theorize from these 
insights. The adequacy, value and usefulness of these kinds of qualitative research ap-
proaches based on a constructionist epistemology have accordingly been emphasized 
by many process and practice researchers (Pettigrew, 1990; Van de Ven & Poole, 
1990; Van de Ven, 1992; Dawson, 1997; Pettigrew, 1997; Rüegg-Stürm, 2000; Van de 
Ven & Poole, 2002; Jarzabkowski, 2004; Johnson et al., 2007).  

An important aspect to consider within such a qualitative research approach is the 
role of the researcher himself. Within qualitative research designs the researcher is 
exposed to authentic experiences within the real world of the research setting and con-
text, and based on his own epistemological approach and historical experience, has to 
interpret the information collected. The researcher should maintain a certain proximity 
to the events under scrutiny in order to be able to reconstruct and interpret the context 
as well as the interaction and communication processes of the phenomenon under in-
vestigation and “learn about organizations firsthand” (Daft, 1983: 543). Consequently, 
qualitative research methods include the gathering of data and information in the field 
through direct contact of the researcher with the organization and its members under 
investigation, and by bringing the researcher closer to the phenomenon being studied 
(Rynes, McNatt, & Bretz, 1999). The degree of involvement and proximity depends 
on, and varies with, the chosen research method (Patton, 2002). 

This proximity is, however, also reason for critique of the qualitative research ap-
proach, especially when based on a constructionist epistemology. Proponents of posi-
tivist research approaches point out that “conventional benchmarks of ‘rigor’” (Guba 
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& Lincoln, 1994: 112), internal validity (isomorphism of findings with reality), exter-
nal validity (generalizability), reliability (in the sense of stability) and objectivity (dis-
tant and neutral observer)―the traditional performance criteria of positivist and often 
quantitative research―cannot be maintained in qualitative studies to a sufficient de-
gree. Due to the closeness of the researcher to the investigated phenomena, and the 
required interpretation and sensemaking practices, objectivity, for example, could not 
be achievable. Moreover, due to frequently employed small sample sizes, external va-
lidity in a statistical sense may not be satisfactorily accomplished as the attained re-
sults of these kinds of studies would be highly context sensitive. 

The critique of quantitative or qualitative research methods is not very beneficial 
if based on different epistemological assumptions. This is because the focus of the cri-
tique often is not on actual deficits of the specific method and its execution, but is 
prompted by different scientific positions and epistemological assumptions (Sander et 
al., 2004). Qualitative process studies based on a constructionist approach may not be 
evaluated by positivist criteria of ‘rigor’, but require their own appropriate quality 
principles. “Imposing the standards of reliability and validity is inappropriate in proc-
ess studies. Other ways to determine the trustworthiness of findings must be used” 
(Nutt, 2003: 180). 

Lincoln & 
Guba (1985) 

Guba & 
Lincoln 
(1994) 

Denzin & 
Lincoln 
(2000a) 

Rüegg-Stürm 
(2001) Patton (2002) Nutt (2003) 

Sander et al. 
(2004) 

Credibility Trustworthi-
ness 

Trustworthi-
ness 

Acceptability Subjectivity 
acknowledged 

Credibility Acceptability 

Transferability Authenticity Credibility Comprehensi-
bility 

Trustworthiness Transferabil-
ity 

Comprehensibil-
ity 

Dependability Misapprehen-
sions 

Transferability Innovativeness Authenticity Dependabil-
ity 

Innovativeness 

Confirmability  Confirmability Plausibility Triangulation Confirmabil-
ity 

Plausibility 

   Persuasiveness Reflexivity  Persuasiveness 

   Intelligibility Praxis  Intelligibility 

   Adequacy Particularity   

    Contributions to 
dialogue 

  

    Enhanced and 
deepened un-
derstanding 

  

Table 3: Proposed quality standards of constructionist qualitative research  

 

Consequently, adequate value and performance standards for a qualitative, con-
structionist research approach have to be applied. Several different principles have 
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been suggested for this purpose in various publications about qualitative research (see 
Table 3). The divergence of these quality standards, however, also constitutes an ar-
gument or critique of constructionist, qualitative research brought forward by positivist 
scholars.  

Sander et al. (2004) postulate that contextual meaningfulness and significance, as 
well as intelligible innovativeness, stand at the center of a scientific research based on 
constructionist assumptions. Consequently, it is not the case that “anything goes” 
(Locke, 1996: 243) within a qualitative research study. Rather, the study has to be de-
signed and executed, and the data obtained and analyzed, in a way to meet the relevant 
quality standards in order to comprehensibly add plausible, credible, intelligible and 
trustworthy new insights to our understanding of organizational practices within stra-
tegic change processes. Given thorough consideration to all of these quality standards, 
the primary quality criteria underlying this empirical study have been suggested by 
several authors under the general heading of ‘trustworthiness’ and include ‘credibil-
ity’, ‘transferability’, ‘dependability’ and ‘confirmability’ (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 
Denzin & Lincoln, 2000a; Nutt, 2003). Several activities have been undertaken in the 
course of the research to observe and meet high quality standards and with respect to 
these criteria; they will be presented at a later stage in this study (see chapter 5.3.). 

An overview of the research methodology and strategy utilized for this study and 
designed to meet these quality standards will be given in the next sections. 

3.2. Case study research design 
Not only a constructionist understanding of organizational phenomena necessi-

tates a qualitative research strategy. Also, a qualitative research methodology has been 
suggested as most appropriate and has been used for the investigation of strategy and 
change processes, as well as situated, organizational practices (Pettigrew, 1985b; Van 
de Ven, 1992; Dawson, 1997; Balogun & Johnson, 2005; Johnson et al., 2007). John-
son and colleagues (2007: 39), for example, answer the question of how to research 
strategy practice empirically with “we must ‘go out and look’”. “In-depth and largely 
qualitative data is a central requirement for developing the strategy-as-practice per-
spective… The nature of the phenomenon itself―dynamic, complex, involving intense 
human interaction―demands an approach that can capture these features empirically” 
(Johnson et al., 2007: 39). 

Contextualist research (Pettigrew, 1985b) of change processes and practices re-
quires an appropriate field research methodology. Field research methods have been 
defined as “the study of on-going organizational life in its naturally-occurring settings 
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with first-hand observations from a particular subject’s frame of reference” (Van de 
Ven & Poole, 2002: 867). The main assumption of contextual process research is a 
limited de-contextualization for change processes, which has some methodological 
consequences. It requires the design of a field research method for the reconstruction 
and interpretation of social phenomena, and especially for the evaluation of strategic 
change processes and practices as they occur in praxis and in context (Pettigrew, 
1985b; Rüegg-Stürm, 2000). “This implies doing observations in organizations to cap-
ture the in-vivo experience of doing strategy, conducting interviews and other forms of 
interaction with organization members to understand the interpretations that people 
place on these activities, and collecting the artifacts of strategizing such as minutes of 
meetings, reports, slide presentations, objects, etc. The empirical materials used will be 
mostly qualitative, often eclectic, and will tend to involve a small number of organiza-
tions or situations studied in some depth” (Johnson et al., 2007: 39). Furthermore, the 
employment of longitudinal case studies for investigating change processes and prac-
tices has been suggested as an appropriate research method by numerous academics 
(Mintzberg, 1979; Pettigrew, 1990; Van de Ven, 1992; Pettigrew, 1997; Burr, 2003; 
Nutt, 2003; Yin, 2003; Dawson, 2005). 

Indeed, a thorough study of change processes and practices within their context 
only seems possible with a comprehensive case study, as this allows the researcher to 
observe the process directly and open up “the proverbial ‘black box’ between inputs 
and outcomes” (Van de Ven, 1993a: 316) of processes, and to not only explain if and 
what, but also how and why, change processes unfold (Van de Ven, 1992). Yin (2003: 
13) defines a case study as an “empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phe-
nomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between phe-
nomenon and context are not clearly evident.” He goes on to state that “the case study 
as a research strategy comprises an all encompassing method―with the logic of a de-
sign incorporating specific approaches to data collection and to data analysis.” Dawson 
(1997: 389) adds that “detailed examinations are made of one or a small number of 
organizations, and considerable time and attention is placed on the processual analysis 
of what is largely qualitative data. Concepts and ideas are formulated both from the 
literature and generated from data-driven induction.”  

The complexity of my research objective and the phenomenon under investiga-
tion―strategic change processes and practices―and the epistemological assumptions 
lead to a qualitative, explorative and inductive research design of an in-depth, longitu-
dinal, single-site, embedded case study (Pettigrew, 1990; Yin, 2003; Balogun & John-
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son, 2005; Silverman, 2005) to capture the contextual richness and complexity. The 
detailed case study design will be further elaborated in the next sections. 

3.2.1. Qualitative, explorative case study design 

A qualitative case study design seemed most appropriate considering my research 
objective. Case studies have been identified as the preferred strategy when ‘how’ or 
‘why’ questions are posed (Van de Ven, 1992; Yin, 2003) and descriptive data is to be 
collected (Mintzberg, 1979). Besides the epistemological indication, the actual objec-
tive of the research also necessitates a case study design. This choice was further cor-
roborated by the fact that I had no control over the events under investigation and dealt 
with a contemporary phenomenon within a real-life situation (Yin, 2003). Another rea-
son for a case study approach was its aptitude for a combination of different sources 
and forms of data and data collection methods (Patton, 2002). Yin (2003) lists several 
sources of case study data, such as documentation, archival records, interviews, direct 
observation and physical artifacts. These sources include meeting minutes, reports, 
slide presentations (Johnson et al., 2007), real-time and historical observations (Van de 
Ven & Poole, 2002), as well as the use of multiple investigators (Eisenhardt, 1989b). 
These different data sources and their combination allow the researcher to examine the 
phenomenon under investigation holistically, retrospectively and contextually, and to 
increase the credibility, trustworthiness and acceptability of the research findings. 
Moreover, they enable the researcher to provide a ‘rich description’ of the situated 
change process and practices in context (Pettigrew, 1990; Dyer & Wilkins, 1991). 
“The combination of multiple methodological practices, empirical materials, perspec-
tives and observers in a single study is best understood, then, as a strategy that adds 
rigor, breadth, complexity, richness and depth to an inquiry (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000a: 
5). All of the different sources mentioned above were employed in this research and 
their utilization will be illustrated in more detail later in the chapter. 

The explorative and inductive nature of the research is given by the nature of the 
research objective. A specific hypothesis about change practices that require testing or 
validation could not be identified or articulated prior to the practical empirical study. 
Rather, new concept development, through the exploration of organizational phenom-
ena, is the aim of the research for which strategic change processes and practices are 
explored, reconstructed and interpreted. “Qualitative inquiry is particularly oriented 
towards exploration, discovery, and inductive logic” (Patton, 2002: 55) that meets with 
the research objective to identify and describe change practices and to theorize about 
their role and value in strategic change processes. Mintzberg (1979) emphasizes the 
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importance of the exploratory and inductive aspect of research done through ‘detective 
work’ and the ‘creative leap’ necessary to generalize beyond one’s data.  

3.2.2. In-depth, single, embedded case study 

A single case study strategy seems most appropriate given the need for in-depth 
analysis of the change process and practices in context, and to collect data of a suitable 
richness. “What… is wrong with samples of one?” Mintzberg (1979: 583) asks rhet-
orically and maintains that “too many of the results have been significant only in the 
statistical sense of the word. In our work, we have always found that simpler, more 
direct methodologies have yielded more useful results.” “It is important that such fine-
grained studies are located in their wider context. They need to span levels: the level of 
individual interaction, the organizational level and the level of the organization’s con-
text” (Johnson et al., 2003: 17). Pettigrew (1992; 1997) postulates five guiding as-
sumptions for conducting processual research, which also bear relevance for practice 
studies: (1) embeddedness, studying processes across a number of levels of analysis; 
(2) temporal interconnectedness, studying processes in past, present and future time; 
(3) a role in explanation for context and action; (4) a search for holistic rather than lin-
ear explanations of process; and (5) a need to link process analysis to the location and 
explanation of outcomes. In-depth studies of such detail, depth and breadth of activi-
ties, interaction and processes, hence, need to concentrate on a single case. Accord-
ingly, a single case study design was chosen and executed in collaboration with one 
corporation (CaseCo), which was undergoing a strategic change process that encom-
passed all organizational and functional units, departments and country organizations. 
The change process was investigated in-depth by means of multiple data collection 
methods, such as document analysis of archival records, presentations, meeting min-
utes and publications, as well as interviews, direct observations and feedback discus-
sions.  

The value and appropriateness of a single-site case study has been discussed and 
acknowledged in the literature (Mintzberg, 1979; Pettigrew, 1985b; Dyer & Wilkins, 
1991; Eisenhardt, 1991; Yin, 2003). The capacity for developing and refining gener-
alizable concepts and frames of reference (Pettigrew, 1985b), as well as the ability to 
uncover new theoretical relationships or question old ones by providing appropriately 
rich descriptions, have been recognized as the advantages of a single, in-depth study 
(Dyer & Wilkins, 1991).  

The embeddedness of case study research indicates that more than one unit of 
analysis will be used. As noted by several process and practice scholars, it is an impor-
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tant and integral aspect of contextual process studies and practice-based strategy re-
search to include different units of analysis that span organizational levels from the 
individual to the organization (Pettigrew, 1997; Langley, 1999; Pettigrew et al., 2001; 
Johnson et al., 2003; Johnson et al., 2007). Consequently, the analysis used here in-
cluded the process of change at the organizational level as well as at the level of vari-
ous organizational units and departments, such as country organizations and functional 
teams. Moreover, the analysis embraced the change at the group as well as the individ-
ual level. The embedded character of the study, therefore, allowed for comparison 
strategies between different units and levels of analysis (Eisenhardt, 1991). 

3.2.3. Longitudinal study set-up 

The development of the organizational change process was investigated over a pe-
riod of about five years. The longitudinal character of this case study, as opposed to a 
cross-sectional study, indicates an historical, retrospective analysis combined with 
real-time observations of the change processes over time. Johnson and colleagues 
(2007: 42) assert that “researchers interested in the development of process theories 
that capture temporal dynamics will tend to see longitudinal data collection as essential 
to capture the evolution of events over time.” The importance of temporal intercon-
nectedness (Pettigrew, 1990), temporal sequences of events (Van de Ven & Huber, 
1990) and temporal dynamics (Johnson et al., 2007: 42), within process and practice 
studies, has been widely appreciated (Miller & Friesen, 1982; Barley, 1990; Leonard-
Barton, 1990; Dawson, 1997; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Nutt, 2003), and has prompted 
many process and practice researchers to adopt a longitudinal mode of study 
(Pettigrew, 1985a; Langley & Truax, 1994; Jarzabkowski, 2003). Only through longi-
tudinal analysis can one study the process and mechanisms of change, as well as the 
events and practices of social construction of change, in the context of the local or-
ganization (Pettigrew et al., 2001). 

A longitudinal mode of investigation usually involves retrospective analysis, 
which can specifically support findings that assess if changes occurred, and what they 
were. “History matters,” Pettigrew and colleagues (2001: 700) argue, “the past is alive 
in the present and may be shaping the emerging future.” So, retrospective case histo-
ries are important for a holistic understanding of change processes, and will be an in-
tegral part of this change investigation by focusing on historical events before the ini-
tiation of the change process and at its beginnings. 

But additional real-time observations are needed to understand how and why 
changes occurred and which practices were involved in these changes (Pettigrew, 
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1985b; Van de Ven, 1993a; Dawson, 2003a; Johnson et al., 2007). As Van de Ven 
(1992: 181) declares, “it is generally better, if possible, to initiate an historical study 
before the outcomes of a strategic change process become known. It is even better to 
undertake a real-time study of strategic change processes as they unfold in their natural 
field settings.” Accordingly, this research project included a fifteen-months real-time 
study of in-vivo change, examined in real organizational terms and in its natural set-
ting (Mintzberg, 1979). The longitudinal character of the study allowed for temporal 
comparison strategies within the development of the changes (Pettigrew, 1990). 

In order to design and execute high-quality case study research, careful planning 
and “crafting” (Daft, 1983; Pettigrew, 1985b) is needed, acknowledging that “crafting” 
already implies that the research process itself is of iterative nature, and subject to 
changes and adoption. Pettigrew (1990: 274) calls this approach “planned opportun-
ism.” Methodological rigidity should not get in the way of being able to provide rich 
contextual descriptions for better stories and better constructs (Dyer & Wilkins, 1991; 
Eisenhardt, 1991), by being able to flexibly adapt the research process to emergent 
opportunities. “The field of organization theory has … paid dearly for the obsession 
with rigor in the choice of methodology” (Mintzberg, 1979: 538). Nevertheless, ob-
serving the principles of qualitative research (Table 3), I tried to exercise due diligence 
in a systematic, intelligible and credible execution of this case study.  

As Pettigrew (1997) has noted, a deductive element is present in any inductive 
study as any scholar carries assumptions, epistemological presumptions, values and a 
frame of reference which guide their observation process. Making this frame of refer-
ence explicit will contribute to research that is comprehensible, intelligible and credi-
ble to the reader. Having already illustrated the epistemological assumptions of this 
research, the observations that guide the author’s frame of reference will be disclosed 
in the next section. 

3.3. Observation guiding frame of reference 
The frame of reference that guides observations provides the basic direction for 

the practical execution of the research tasks (Kubicek, 1977). It identifies and de-
scribes the units of analysis and the approach to the development of concepts (see 
Figure 1).  

This study is characterized by a contextual and processual, as well as a practice-
oriented quality (Pettigrew, 1985b; Pettigrew et al., 2001; Whittington, 2006; Johnson 
et al., 2007), and builds on the perception that the focus of attention should be on “see-
ing change as a multi-level and continuous process in context” (Pettigrew, 1985a: 
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658), where action and processes are constrained by structure/context, yet shape this 
structure/context (Giddens, 1984; Whittington, 1992). Hence, the focus of the exami-
nation will rest on the multi-level, multi-dimensional change process and the discur-
sive interaction involved in change practices. Moreover, the investigation includes 
contextual features that embrace retrospective, historical matters as well as content 
aspects, which could also be classified as the context for the change. Process, context 
and content constitute an analytical differentiation that intends to provide an integra-
tion of the multi-level, multi-faceted features of situated change processes. In order to 
be able to reconstruct, interpret, understand and evaluate strategic change processes, 
the multiple content dimensions, and levels of a change initiative, have to be identi-
fied. These dimensions include the objectives of all functional departments as well as 
the different country organizations involved in the strategic change process. The con-
tent investigation ranges from high-level, mission-related objectives of the change ini-
tiative to fine-grained, detailed objectives for different units, work groups and teams. 
Moreover, a multitude of contextual features of the change process are investigated, 
even if they might, at first glance, not be in direct connection with the change process. 
These contextual issues include, but are not limited to, the overall corporate strategy, 
the project history, the company culture and the financial and economic situation of 
the organization. 

The main focus of the study is, however, on the organizational practices within the 
processual development of organizational change. Consequently, the units of analysis 
are the organizational practices of the organization within the overall strategic change 
process. Due to the embedded nature of the study, this includes the corporate-level 
change process as well as the companywide changes that the individual, operational 
country organizations undertake. In accordance with the strategy-as-practice field 
(Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007), the study includes several different levels of 
analysis. Starting from the organizational level change process, it drills down to the 
main components and objective of the research, the discursive interactions, communi-
cations and activities that organizational members engage in―in short, the change 
practices. “The individual, the social practices in which they engage in, the social 
structure within which they live and the discourses which frame their thought and ex-
perience become aspects of a single phenomenon. This means that discourses [prac-
tices] are not simply a product of either social structure or individuals, but both. Such a 
conceptualization allows us to retain some notion of personal agency and to see dis-
course [and practice] as a valid focus for forces of social and personal change” (Burr, 
2003: 187-188). 
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We conducted this research project together with CaseCo, a leading European 
high-tech tool manufacturing company that was at the time of the study undergoing a 
major strategic change process. This organization served as case study partner and was 
picked due to its relevance to the topic studied. CaseCo was chosen due to planned 
opportunism (Pettigrew, 1990) and purposive sampling (Silverman, 2000); it was an 
“information rich case” (Patton, 2002: 242), because a continuous and reliable access 
to all levels of the organization was ensured (Yin, 2003). CaseCo’s change process 
provided great relevance to the research objective and research question, and it offered 
access to all relevant information, documentation and employees to conduct the re-
search. 

The research project was carried out in teamwork. The core team consisted of two 
researchers, a colleague and myself, who worked jointly in the same research project, 
but with different topic foci. I focused on the process dimension of the change initia-
tive, and the organizational practices involved in the construction and enactment of 
strategic change processes. My colleague concentrated on the content of the change 
initiative, which involved the implementation of a process-based organization design. 

A team approach for case study research has been used in praxis (Eisenhardt, 
1989a; Whipp, Rosenfeld, & Pettigrew, 1989; Van de Ven & Poole, 1990), and sug-
gested in the literature, as a valuable means for “investigator triangulation” (Yin, 2003: 
98) to enhance the creative potential of the study and allow for a joint discussion, 
analysis and interpretation of the research process and findings (Eisenhardt, 1989b). 
Consequently, a comparison of notes, a discussion of observations, opinions and inter-
pretations of the data and findings within the team were an important aspect of the re-
search process. For the preparation of a teaching case study, two more researchers 
were added temporarily to the team for some of the field research activities. 

To secure accessibility to the organization and data, an agreement for a learning 
partnership was signed in spring 2004 between the University of St. Gallen and 
CaseCo. The necessary proximity to the organization for an in-depth study was as-
sured, on the one hand, through the establishment of a direct face-off or gate keeper 
for the researchers within CaseCo. This role was assumed by the global project leader 
of the transformation program under evaluation. On the other hand, the member of the 
executive board responsible for IT, finance and human resources, and who oversaw the 
change initiative, served as executive sponsor for the research program 

Over the course of 15 months the researchers spent a considerable amount of time 
with the CaseCo organization to place themselves into the organization’s temporal and 
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contextual frame of reference, applying various modes of observation and data collec-
tion in order to get a comprehensive sense of the rich context of the change process. 
The research site and setting, as well as the strategic change process under evaluation, 
will be described in the next chapter. 
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4. Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 
change process 
The change process study reported here took place in close cooperation with 

CaseCo, which was undergoing a major change process at the time of this research. 
The examination focused on a central strategic change initiative of CaseCo, the 
GPD/IT2 project, in order to answer the research questions, which organizational prac-
tices facilitate strategic change processes, and how do they support and reinforce these 
change processes. The objective of this project was to define and introduce global best 
practice business processes, along with standardized data (GPD = global processes and 
data) supported by a single, integrated IT system (IT2 = CaseCo IT system environ-
ment 2), to increase operational excellence, productivity and customer satisfaction. 

In order to understand the context, the underlying strategic direction and objective, 
the historical development that lead to GPD/IT2 and the specifics of the project, a brief 
account of CaseCo will be given in this chapter before explaining, in detail, the change 
process of GPD/IT2. Therefore, a general overview of CaseCo will be given in a first 
section. This will include a summary of its historical development. In the second part, 
an account of the main events leading up to and preceding GPD/IT2 will be given. 
These will include the corporate strategy and its development, and a portrayal of the 
CaseCo business model, which laid the foundation and provided the strategic reason-
ing for GPD/IT2. Additionally, a description of the company’s culture will be pro-
vided. Subsequently, some important change projects preceding GPD/IT2 will be de-
picted, which established the current change process. These projects will include busi-
ness-focused projects as well as IT-related undertakings. After the historical and stra-
tegic context for GPD/IT2 has been illustrated, the final part will focus on a detailed 
account of the GPD/IT2 change process itself. 

4.1. The company 
CaseCo Corporation is a leading international company that provides high-end 

technology, services and tools to professional clients. Located in Western Europe, the 
CaseCo Group evolved from a small, family-run company to a global player. It oper-
ates in over 100 countries around the world with more than 15,000 employees, two-
thirds of which work directly in sales organizations and in engineering. CaseCo devel-
ops, manufactures and markets value-added, top-quality products for professional cus-
tomers. CaseCo’s product range spans a wide variety of high-tech tools, machines, 
systems, and value-added services. CaseCo operates its own production plants and re-
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search and development centers in Europe and Asia. The company is privately owned 
and generated over 2 billion Euros in sales in 2006. 

4.1.1. Company development and organizational set-up7 

CaseCo was founded in the early 20th century as a supplier of machine parts. In 
the 1940s, CaseCo acquired new technologies and started producing high-tech tools, 
machines and systems. The specifics of these tools required CaseCo to adopt a direct 
sales policy, marketing and selling its products directly to professional and industrial 
customers. To ensure proper use, the new technology required customer training. For 
this reason, CaseCo arranged for active, hands-on product demonstrations to ensure 
close contact with the customers and the opportunity for direct feedback. This empha-
sis on understanding and responding to customer needs was mirrored by CaseCo’s be-
lief that “market share is more important than factories”.  

During the industrial boom in the post-war years, CaseCo experienced huge 
growth rates and expanded rapidly in most European countries and beyond. Through-
out the subsequent decades, CaseCo underwent organizational changes to accommo-
date its growth. The growth was primarily based on three core pillars: (1) effective 
direct sales channels, (2) effective innovations and (3) a strong corporate culture. 
CaseCo’s direct sales philosophy is based on several sales channels that comprise: (I) 
the traditional territory salesman (TS), (II) CaseCo sales centers (SC), established in 
the 1980s, (III) customer service  representatives (CS), who formed a telephone-based 
sales and service channel also added in the 1980s, (IV) shop-in-shops, which are 
CaseCo shops within larger retail stores, and (V) e-Business, the latter two established 
in the new millennium. Second, CaseCo has a strong focus on innovation and quality, 
committing itself to leading technology, products and systems, excellence in innova-
tion, total quality management, and direct customer relationships. The third major 
characteristic of CaseCo, associated with its success, is its strong focus on corporate 
culture and values. For example, “CULT”, the first cultural training program, was in-
troduced in 1984 and was aimed at encouraging and accomplishing top performance 
and acceptance of change. It consisted of five modules focused on generating aware-
ness for the four company culture principles. These four “CaseCo Principles” com-
prised (1) the “circle of habit”, encouraging change and responsibility; (2) “freedom of 
choice”, making employees aware of their freedom of choice; (3) “swing of life”, fo-

                                              
7 All accounts of CaseCo’s development and organizational set-up are based on company publications, annual 
statements from 1999 to 2006, public company presentations, interviews, company internal documents and pub-
lished case studies. 
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cusing on employee’s ability to actively shape their environment; and (4) “commit-
ment to yourself”, describing the personal responsibility for action. Accordingly, the 
five CULT modules were comprised of these four “CaseCo Principles.” An additional 
module focused on rules. 

The company culture has been considered a major driver and a central source of 
CaseCo’s success, and has earned the company an award for its culture and leadership 
conduct. The ‘CULT’ program remained in effect without substantial changes until 
2003, when it was replaced by a new training program that focused on new and 
adapted organizational values. The new cultural training program was called “Culture 
Voyage.” This program was based on the Culture Voyage principles ‘we do worth-
while work’, ‘we take self-responsibility to achieve our goals’ and ‘we encourage each 
other and recognize results’. These adapted principles were based on CaseCo’s ad-
justed core values of integrity, courage, teamwork and commitment.  

In 1984, during their first week-long joint strategy meeting, CaseCo’s senior ex-
ecutive team, together with the country managers of the most important market or-
ganizations (MOs), realized that CaseCo had no joint vision, no joint strategy and no 
coherence in their business approach. Consequently, a new corporate strategy was de-
veloped with the purpose of unifying business procedures, especially in marketing and 
sales in the regional divisions. While the regional focus, combined with the and struc-
tural changes of the introduction of market regions and business units, enabled closer 
contact with the customer, the new Strategy 2K was to provide synergies between the 
organizational units and regions, and to lay the grounds for continued growth. There-
fore, Strategy 2K specified CaseCo’s core competencies: the direct sales approach, the 
segmented marketing and sales method, as well as the high innovation power of the 
organization, and the high quality standards of all CaseCo products and services.  

Having experienced further growth, CaseCo went public in 1986 to finance the 
growth strategy. In 1994, a new CEO took office. One of his first initiatives was the 
introduction of radar mechanisms, which used two main sources of information and 
has remained a major analysis tool for the company. Firstly, employees are asked 
regularly to submit their opinion, impressions and input on the company’s operations 
through a world-wide employee opinion survey (WEOS). Secondly, comprehensive 
customer opinion surveys (COS) are conducted bi-annually and on an international 
scale.  

Based on this information, the CEO saw the first signs of inconsistencies in 
CaseCo’s strategic orientation in 1995. Sales goals were no longer being met and in-
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creases in profitability and productivity could not be attained. An extensive strategy 
process was initiated, involving in-depth data gathering and planning practices. Con-
sequently, the “Mission 3C” strategy was developed in 1996. This strategy reinforced 
the strengths of Strategy 2K, but diverged from the pure sales growth objective to 
move towards customer value and sustainable, yet profitable growth objectives. At the 
center of the “Mission 3C” strategy are the three C’s representing customers, compe-
tency and concentration and for which the strategy formulated specific objectives. In 
2000 CaseCo was taken private again in order to assure the freedom of action and in-
dependence of CaseCo. 

Throughout the growth of CaseCo, the organizational structure changed several 
times. From a functional structure in the 1970s, CaseCo changed into a matrix organi-
zation in the 1980s. Though the matrix had different specifications over the time, it 
mostly focused on sales regions and business units complemented by basic corporate 
functions like human resource management, finance, controlling, audit, IT, planning, 
communication and quality. The organizational structure in 2006 is that of a matrix 
organization with business areas responsible for developing and launching the product 
lines, and market regions―with their local market organizations (MOs)―primarily 
responsible for marketing and selling the products and services to the customers. This 
matrix organization is complemented by corporate functions, new business and tech-
nology, and supply chain units (see Figure 17).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 17: CaseCo Corporate Organization 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

The organization is managed by an executive board that consists of four members, 
namely the CEO, one member responsible for human resources, finance and informa-
tion technology, another member responsible for all CaseCo market regions world-
wide, and a fourth member responsible for the business areas of the product groups, 
supply chain (comprising production, sourcing and logistics) and research. The second 
governing body is the board of directors, which consists of nine members including the 
son of the company’s founder as Chairman. On the operational level, CaseCo is man-

Sales Regions / Marketing and Sales OrganizationsSales Regions / Marketing and Sales Organizations
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aged by an extended management team, which is the executive management group 
(EMG) that comprises about ten members, in addition to the four corporate executive 
team members (It was renamed as the executive management team (EMT) in the later 
stages of GPD/IT2).  

“The EMG is our executive management group, they consist of the execu-
tive board, plus all of the regional heads globally and the key functional 
area [heads]. So these people are really the core decision making body in 
the business” (GPM). 

4.1.2. Financial performance and key indicators 

Ever since its founding, CaseCo has experienced substantial growth rates and ac-
complished extensive earnings. Apart from lower growth rates in the early nineties, 
and a downturn between 2001 and 2003, CaseCo has experienced profitable growth 
throughout its history (see Figure 18). When faced with economic decline and market 
downturn, CaseCo took measures without losing its focus on its overall long-term 
strategy, as emphasized in a quote in the 2002 CaseCo annual statement:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 18: CaseCo’s sales development 1950 – 20058 

(Source: adapted from several CaseCo annual reports) 

“We imposed strict cost management on ourselves, while at the same time 
pursuing our strategically important projects: we implemented IT solu-
tions for the worldwide standard business processes that will further in-
crease customer satisfaction and internal efficiency. We continued to en-
hance the services offered through e-commerce and further realized our 
market potential with the steady expansion of our “Shop in Shop” distri-
bution channel… With an eye to the long-term success of our company, we 

                                              
8 Sales figures removed for confidentiality reasons. 

SalesSales
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accepted that these outlays would further reduce our operating results in 
the short-term.” 

Since the introduction of the “Mission 3C” strategy in 1996, CaseCo increased its 
sales volume by 64.5% by 2005. CaseCo also increased its operating result in the same 
period by 130% and its net income by 39%. Also, the number of CaseCo employees 
has been growing continuously, numbering over 15,000 in 2005. 

4.2. The organizational developments leading to GPD/IT2 
When trying to understand GPD/IT2, how it came about, and what historical de-

velopments led to its initiation, one has to go back as far as CaseCo’s Strategy 2K, 
developed and introduced in 1984. It was the first time that the CaseCo Corporation 
had a common and unifying strategy for all of its market organizations with the pur-
pose of unifying procedures, especially in marketing and sales and in the regional divi-
sions. 

4.2.1. Corporate integration with Strategy 2K 

Historically, the individual market organizations operated independently as part-
ner organizations to CaseCo. But over the past few decades CaseCo acquired many of 
these organizations and integrated them into the corporation. Along with the acquisi-
tion of the local organizations came the objective to harmonize the business processes 
and local operations. According to a CaseCo manager, already in the 1960s the former 
CEO had intended to integrate CaseCo’s information technology in a project called 
“integrated global working system” (IGAS). At that time, the project failed, above all, 
because of the underdeveloped information technology.  

The first successful attempt at harmonizing CaseCo’s business procedures on a 
strategic level was made with the corporate Strategy 2K in 1984. The strategy was 
fully developed between 1994 and 1988 with the involvement of many senior CaseCo 
managers, and focused on two main objectives. Firstly, the aim of CaseCo’s sales 
force within each local country organization changed from a geographic focus on sales 
territories, to a business segment focus. Secondly, Strategy 2K reaffirmed and refined 
CaseCo’s approach to direct sales. The territory salesmen (TS) were to be comple-
mented by central customer service (CS) centers operating by telephone, and CaseCo 
Sales Centers (SC), small stores where CaseCo customers could pick up popular 
CaseCo products. For the first time, CaseCo had developed a common strategic frame 
for all market organizations. The roll-out of Strategy 2K was completed throughout 
CaseCo worldwide by 1995. 
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Even though Strategy 2K provided a strategic framework and guidelines for all of 
CaseCo, the local market organizations were still rather independent with respect to 
their operations and way of doing business. They were led and assessed by their finan-
cial contribution to the group but they were still given little direction in terms of run-
ning the business and generating financial contributions. 

4.2.2. The “Mission 3C” strategy 

In 1995 CaseCo’s executive management began picking up weak signals of cer-
tain shortcomings between strategic objectives and achieved results. Growth rates at 
the targeted level could not be achieved and the intended growth in profitability and 
productivity were not accomplished. These first signals triggered an extensive strategy 
review process which engaged all of CaseCo’s top management and market region 
heads.  

“We conducted thousands of customer interviews and researched trends in 
the market. This analysis of our success drivers clearly revealed that 
things could no longer go on like this that they were developing in the 
wrong direction and that incremental change was not a guarantee for 
long-term success. That is why we began to really question Strategy 2K. 
Improvement is always on the agenda, but from time to time, things have 
to be completely overhauled. That is why we held an international confer-
ence in 1995, where we discussed the state of the company and created a 
proactive sense of urgency for fundamental change.” (CEO) 

One result of the review process was the recognition that Strategy 2K was based 
on a flawed assumption of continued sales growth by significantly broadening the 
product spectrum. Consequently, too many low margin products were sold with high 
effort so that sales margins, innovation and quality levels decreased. Strategic objec-
tives of profitable growth could no longer be achieved with this strategy. Out of this 
comprehension and from a position of strength, the new “Mission 3C” strategy was 
developed in 1996, a strategy that reinforced the strengths of Strategy 2K and departed 
from the pure sales growth objective to sustainable profitable growth. The strategy was 
based on CaseCo’s vision and mission statements (see Figure 19) and focused on the 
three C’s customer, competency and concentration. 

The new strategy described specific objectives for each of these three focus areas 
(CaseCo annual report 2005): 

• Customers – We want to be our customer’s best partner. Their requirements 
drive our actions. 



Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 95 

• Competency – We are committed to excellence in innovation, total quality, di-
rect customer relationships and effective marketing. 

• Concentration – We focus on products and markets where we can achieve and 
sustain leadership positions. 

CaseCo’s Vision Statement: 

Throughout the world, we strive to be the leading 
supplier of high-quality, selected tools and systems 

for professional customers. 

CaseCo’s Mission Statement: 

 We add value 
 We aim for the top 
 We are a team 
 We share values 
 We build our future 

Figure 19: CaseCo Vision and Mission Statement 

(Source: CaseCo annual statement 2005) 

These main strategic focus areas were supported by another level of operationali-
zation that comprised the strategic pillars of product leadership, Marketing and Sales, 
and operational excellence, supported by a strong CaseCo culture and a people strat-
egy (see Figure 20). In order to strengthen product leadership CaseCo aimed at three 
main activities: (1) concentrating on product lines that have potential for innovation 
and market leadership and provide clear added value to customers, (2) implementing 
application know-how, and (3) efficient marketing of innovations. To extend Market-
ing and Sales CaseCo’s objectives focused on three prime efforts: (1) efficient sales 
and marketing activities through market segmentation into small, medium and key ac-
counts and into trade groups, (2) high utilization of existing sales channels, and (3) 
integration of new sales approaches. CaseCo’s endeavors to improve operational ex-
cellence include the worldwide standardization of business processes to increase effi-
ciency and customer satisfaction and to continuously improve those processes. To 
support this objective the biggest change process in the history of CaseCo was initiated 
in October 2000. The project GPD/IT2 aimed at defining and corporate wide imple-
menting best practice business processes along with standardized data (GPD) sup-
ported by a single, integrated IT system (IT2) in order to increase operational excel-
lence, productivity and customer satisfaction.  

Overall, the content of the “Mission 3C” strategy was not intended as single 
global strategy but rather as the company’s strategic framework. The actual distinct 
strategies were defined locally in the national market organizations based on this stra-
tegic framework. 



96  Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 

“This decentralized strategy process will enable us on the one hand to 
meet the various local requirements and to gain the commitment of the 
country managers by making them responsible for their strategy. Whereas 
before they could only implement Strategy 2K, which had been defined 
centrally, now they have to be active and develop and introduce the opti-
mal strategy for their country. Our decentralized strategy process has re-
sulted in―and continues to result in―high-quality discussions and in-
tense effort to design and implement our new alignment. (CEO) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20: CaseCo’s “Mission 3C” strategy 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

In order to execute the “Mission 3C” strategy every employee of CaseCo was 
supposed to understand what the strategy meant for the company and how to support 
the implementation and execution of it. Consequently, the executive board decided to 
develop a comprehensive roll-out scheme for introducing the “Mission 3C” strategy 
throughout the organization. All of the then over 14,000 employees participated in a 
five hour training workshop in their department in which the strategy was explained in 
detail. Additionally big posters conveyed the significance and meaning of the three Cs 
and the main drivers ‘culture’ and ‘people strategy’. The corporate wide roll-out of 
“Mission 3C” strategy took about 3 years and the strategy was still in effect in 2005 at 
the end of the research process. 

4.2.3. The CaseCo Business Model 

In addition to the “Mission 3C” strategy CaseCo developed a business model in 
order to display the company’s business logic and communicate CaseCo’s way of do-
ing business to the employees. The business model illustrated the main dimensions of 
the organization as well as the internal and external interfaces. Since its first develop-
ment in 1995 the business model has undergone several changes and serves in its cur-
rent version as important instrument to explain and display CaseCo’s business logic 
and organizational correlations (see Figure 21). Moreover, it was used to classify, or-
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ganize and communicate strategic initiatives and their meaning and impact on the or-
ganization. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 21: CaseCo Business Model of 2005 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

All activities were rooted in the purpose and values of CaseCo (see Figure 22) and 
were focused on the employees which in turn were to share the common CaseCo cul-
ture, represented by CaseCo’s culture development program “Culture Voyage”. Build-
ing on these fundamental principles the business model provided the direction and 
guidance for all business processes and operations. The central display of CaseCo’s 
main business processes (BPs) within this model represented CaseCo’s process focus 
that was enacted through the execution of GPD/IT2. The business processes had been 
defined as Product Portfolio Management, Marketing and Sales, Supply Chain Man-
agement, and After Sales Service which were all directed at meeting customer needs 
and were assisted by management and support processes. All of CaseCo’s operations 
were aimed at offering innovative and value-adding solutions by providing customer 
satisfaction, employee satisfaction, partner and supplier satisfaction, and positive in-
fluence on the society and environment and, ultimately, achieve sustainable and profit-
able growth for CaseCo. All of these activities, processes and operations were sub-
jected to an on-going business improvement process with several review and feedback 
opportunities.  
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4.2.4. Organizational Culture  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 22: CaseCo’s Purpose and Value Statement 

(Source: CaseCo annual statement 2005) 

“It is not products that render a company sustainably successful, it is peo-
ple. And it is the culture that shapes the context within which these people 
work. The fact that we have always deeply cared for the people and the 
company culture is not related to us having a philanthropic disposition but 
simply to the care for one, if not the most important driver of our business 
success. … People and company culture are not ‘soft” strategy elements 
but significant drivers of our business results and one of the big secrets of 
our success” (CEO, Annual-Statement presentation, 2004). 

The way we do things at CaseCo is based on living strong values. We act with integrity in all we do, we 
demonstrate courage to go beyond the circle of habits, we outperform through teamwork, and we have com-

mitment to personal and company growth. 

We share a common purpose of passionately creating enthusiastic customers and building a better future. 
We take responsibility for the development of the business, our team and ourselves. We encourage, coach and 

support each other to achieve outstanding results. 

Our culture is a voyage – Our Culture Voyage 

Figure 23: Desired CaseCo Culture 

(Source: CaseCo training material) 

It is not coincidental that the people strategy and “Culture Voyage” program rep-
resented the first dimensions within the CaseCo business model. For a long time em-
ployees and the company culture embodied a major focus of CaseCo’s activities. Al-
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ready in 1984 the first culture training program “CULT” was developed which had 
been executed at CaseCo for 20 years with only few adaptations. 

Integrity – authentic, consistent, predictable 

Living Principles: 
• Align yourself with the core purpose and core values. 
• “Walk the talk” – do what you say you will do. Be authentic, consistent and predictable to build trust. 
• Be honest and ethical in all our dealings with each and every individual, both inside and outside our 

company. 
• Demonstrate social and environmental responsibility. 
• Be accountable for your actions and their consequences. 

Courage – Leave the Circle of Habits 

Living Principles: 
• Be curious by digging beyond the obvious. 
• Face the “brutal facts” for personal and organizational development. 
• Take purposeful risks by thinking outside the box and leaving the circle of habits. 
• Embrace and promote purposeful change as an opportunity to learn, develop and achieve. 
• Continuously improve to gain and sustain greatness. 

Teamwork – Open Communication, Feedback, Respect 

Living Principles: 
• Utilize diverse talents to create high performing teams. 
• Build an environment of open communication and feedback, sharing of ideas and best practices 
• Foster an atmosphere of respect and openness, learning, enjoyment and cooperation as the foundation 

for trust. 
• Encourage differences of opinion and build on conflicts as a source of innovation in order to achieve 

highest goals. 
• Become a high performing team in a way that builds and sustains morale and productivity. 

Commitment – Responsible and Accountable 

Living Principles: 
• Live and share CaseCo’s core purpose and core values. 
• Exercise your passion to create “CaseCo fans”. 
• Be persistent in achieving progress despite obstacles and active resistance. 
• Demonstrate focused and disciplined actions with a “sense of urgency” and achieve results. 

• Celebrate success and recognize achievement. 
Figure 24: CaseCo core values and living principles 

(Source: “Culture Voyage” documentation) 

Still convinced of the central role of the culture for its business model CaseCo de-
cided in 2004 to attempt an adaptation of the company’s culture and revise the culture 
training program. The intended CaseCo culture was changed and focused to resemble 
again what CaseCo executives felt was the core of their way of doing business. Based 
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on its purpose and value statement CaseCo defined the desired CaseCo culture as 
shown in Figure 23. 

The four CaseCo values of integrity, courage, teamwork, and commitment were 
operationalized and further explained through ‘living principles’ that were to provide 
guidance in interpreting the values for every employee, team and unit (see Figure 24). 
Furthermore, the values were supported by three “Culture Voyage” Principles. The 
first principle stated “we do worthwhile work” and was focused on serving a higher 
purpose, living core values, becoming best at whatever they did, and having shared 
goals. The second principle maintained that “we take self-response-ability to achieve 
our goals” and concentrated on defining the playing field, sharing leadership and 
teamwork, enabling empowerment, and aligning structures, processes and systems. 
Finally, the third principle emphasized that at CaseCo “we encourage each other and 
recognize results”. This principle directed attention to monitoring and measuring the 
right things right, recognizing and rewarding, and aligning recognition and reward sys-
tems. 

For CaseCo it was important not only to define new values and culture principles 
but also to assist the implementation and achievement of this culture throughout the 
organization. Consequently, in addition to defining the intended culture, a special 
seminar cycle was designed that was aimed at reaching all of CaseCo’s employees. 
The program supporting the adoption of the corporate culture, the “Culture Voyage”, 
consisted of a succession of “team camps” that every employee attended together with 
his or her team in order to learn about the culture, values and principles and to discuss 
and define what they meant for their personal context and everyday work. These team 
camps lasted between two and four days and their top-down roll-out was started in 
2004 with the top management team of CaseCo. Every one or two years each team 
should participate in the next team camp. This “Culture Voyage” team camp process 
was closely integrated into CaseCo’s human resource approach and processes and pro-
vided an important internal context for the GPD/IT2 change process. 

Nurturing and investing in the development of the culture had been a central prior-
ity at CaseCo not only in good times. Contrarily, the executive team held the view that 
also in difficult times the investment and activities to encourage and support the cul-
ture needed to be undertaken.  

“Not only when results are good and ‘the sun is shining’ do we invest in 
culture but also particularly when it gets difficult and when the budgets 
get tight. These are important signals that the organization perceives.” 
(Executive Vice President, Corporate HR) 
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4.2.5. Important projects towards a process orientation at CaseCo 

In order to execute and implement its Strategy 2K and later on “Mission 3C” 
strategy CaseCo had initiated several projects over the years that served to operational-
ize the strategic objectives. The biggest and most important of these change projects, 
initiated to fully exploit the potential of “Mission 3C” strategy and especially the as-
pect of operational excellence, was GPD/IT2. It encompassed all market organizations 
of CaseCo worldwide and covered all business processes and therefore affected all of 
CaseCo’s employees. The objectives of GPD/IT2 to define and introduce global best 
practice business processes along with standardized data (GPD) supported by a single, 
integrated IT system (IT2) were not totally new to CaseCo. These objectives of focus-
ing on a process approach, harmonizing and improving business processes, and inte-
grating all of CaseCo’s market organizations onto a single, integrated IT system had 
been part of the strategic orientation and consequently the objective of several projects 
before GPD/IT2, only that these aims had never been integrated and combined into 
one joint approach.  

Some of these projects, that might be seen as predecessors to GPD/IT2 as they fo-
cused on similar individual aspects and partially on best business processes and inte-
grated IT systems, were the factor time project, the ISO 9000 certification, the Corpo-
rate Process Documentation System (CPDS), the After Sales Service (ASS) strategy, 
and the IT1 initiative. These projects and their objectives will be briefly introduced in 
the next paragraphs. By no means does this list have the pretense to be exhaustive. 
There were many more strategic projects at CaseCo to support the achievement of the 
“Mission 3C” strategy and somewhat served as precursor for GPD/IT2. Some of them 
had been successfully carried out like a global key account management project; others 
were deferred to be picked up at a later stage once GPD/IT2 had created the necessary 
context conditions. Exemplary for such a project was the idea to implement shared 
service centers.  

“Several years ago we had intended to build shared service centers, some-
thing we have come back to now [in the course of GPD/IT2]. Back then we 
realized that we needed to first standardize our processes before we could 
go into the direction of shared services. That was the initial discussion and 
also one of the triggers for GPD/IT2” (GPO) 

Focusing on the most influential projects for GPD/IT2 the next sections will focus 
on illustrating projects that helped pave the way and lay the ground for GPD/IT2. 
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4.2.5.1. Factor Time project 

Based on the reengineering ideas of Hammer and Champy (1993) the factor time 
project was one of the early endeavors at CaseCo concentrating on business processes 
and their improvement. Initiated in 1994 the factor time project focused on the meas-
urement and improvement of process cycle times. One of the main aspects was the 
research and development process but the project also included processes such as sales 
or repair. As an executive team member of a local market organization explained, fac-
tor time’s main goal was for each process to measure the cycle time starting from the 
need of the customer to the fulfillment of these needs, measure this process cycle time 
and take actions to reduce it. The project was successfully completed with a general 
reduction of the cycle time of the new product development process to about two 
years. 

4.2.5.2. Quality management system, ISO certification and CPDS 

Another major initiative of CaseCo was the quality movement. The aim was to 
acquire a certification according to ISO 9000 standards. The objective, originally dat-
ing back to the 1980s when quality handbooks were assembled, was to have all facto-
ries, business areas and business units certified according to ISO standards. In 1995 a 
second wave of quality management was initiated that aimed at certifying all local 
MOs according to ISO and to improve the usability of the quality management system. 
The quality handbooks with their 20 chapters (following the table of contents of the 
ISO 9001 standard) were not perceived as very helpful in the operations of everyday 
management and business but rather as additional administrative effort only required 
to obtain or maintain ISO certification. So in 1995 the staff-unit of corporate quality 
(CQ) was requested to build up and establish a quality management system for the en-
tire organization.  

“In any case we wanted to have all countries certified according to ISO 
9001 and support them with quality management. So we were reflecting on 
how to best accomplish that because we already had file cabinets full of 
quality handbook with these 20 chapters and there was not much useful in-
formation to be found in them and that, of course, wasn’t ideal. Then we 
were thinking if we look at the organization, the fundamental processes 
are very similar at least on a high level, even on a medium level of detail. 
Only on the lower level of detail they are quite different.” (CBE) 

Historically and culturally the local market organizations at CaseCo had been 
rather independent as in its early years CaseCo was working mostly with partner or-
ganizations. Initially, CaseCo owned very few marketing and sales organizations but 
was selling their products through distribution partners. These organizations had 
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mostly been acquired by CaseCo over the course of many years but they always main-
tained some degree of independence.  

“As long as they reached their [financial] contribution targets nobody 
really cared about how they achieved them and what they were doing … 
We were managing and evaluating them [the market organizations] re-
garding to sales and profit and intended to optimize the margin. The rest, 
as long as it was working, was not of big concern.” (CBE) 

The objective of this quality management project then was to require less docu-
mentation of the local organizations and support them in their development and 
achievement of quality objectives as these were identified as important to excel in the 
marketplace. Consequently, the project team identified about twenty business proc-
esses for the MOs including sales, marketing, logistics, repair, and human resources 
that covered the whole array of operations. These processes were then defined, de-
scribed and displayed in a flow-chart format. The result of the quality management 
initiative was the implementation of the Corporate Process Documentation System 
(CPDS). Depending on the type of process the business processes (BPs) were de-
scribed within CPDS at different levels of detail, some rather generically with mini-
mum requirements, some, which were to be executed in a standardized way corporate 
wide like complaint handling, at a very detailed level. 

“It is a phenomenon at CaseCo that we are a highly harmonic company 
when you look at it from a high level. The tasks and approaches in a mar-
keting organization are very much harmonized on a high level and rather 
globally standardized. The differences only rest on a more detailed level.” 
(Global Project Manager GPD/IT2) 

In addition to these process descriptions CPDS furthermore consisted of training 
material for all processes as they needed to be trained on a corporate as well as local 
level. The entire package of process description and training material was given to the 
market organizations to be adapted to the local business and complemented with de-
tailed information and responsibilities. Local process owners had to be defined by the 
MOs that were responsible for their respective local processes within the quality man-
agement system. 

Based on this process-focused quality management system, which spared the local 
organizations a lot of administrative work and documentation that was formerly re-
quired, the MOs achieved their ISO 9001 certification once they successfully passed 
an audit of the external certification body. By 1998, the most important market organi-
zations were all certified with this new approach. This improvement to the quality 
management system was generally regarded positively by the various CaseCo organi-
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zations. Nevertheless, the application of CPDS standards in day-to-day business proc-
esses was unsatisfactory in many local MOs. 

“[The process idea] is not very strong in my opinion. We tried to intro-
duce that but it is difficult to understand for everybody because we imple-
mented process experts or responsibles in 1995 with the CPDS system but 
in fact it was only a change in the description but people are not applying 
day to day management processes…. There is a difference between being 
certified and applying the process management everyday in the business.” 
(Business Excellence Director of a MO) 

The BPs identified within CPDS also found their way into the CaseCo Business 
Model (see Figure 21), which was adapted accordingly. Furthermore, the definition 
and roll-out of these processes also fell within the time of the development of the 
“Mission 3C” strategy in 1996 and was reflected in the Mission’s strategic objective of 
operational excellence (see Figure 20). 

4.2.5.3. ASS strategy 

Another sign of the growing process focus at CaseCo was the development of an 
individual strategy for the After Sales Service (ASS) process. The development of this 
ASS strategy was triggered by information from the customer opinion survey (COS) in 
2000. One of the main points of critique and customer dissatisfaction was the way 
CaseCo handled repair services. Consequently, a project team analyzed the customer 
expectations on these services, carried out a review of how the different market or-
ganizations handled the After Sales Service process and, based on this information, 
defined a strategy and designed a best practice process model. 

“Since all market organizations do the same thing, namely sell tools and 
provide a service for it, we reviewed which organizations in the world do 
the best job, why do they do it and in this way developed a best practice 
model. (GPO) 

Even though, in terms of sales volume, the ASS process was rather minor, the im-
provement of the After Sales Service process was seen as a major strategic improve-
ment, as it was one of the three main reasons for customer dissatisfaction. Addition-
ally, and based on the ASS strategy, a new service offering for fleet management was 
be developed at CaseCo, which has become an important part of its business. 

4.2.6. IT integration 

In addition to the increased focus on process at CaseCo, its projects within the in-
formation technology (IT) area are aimed at globally integrating CaseCo’s data man-
agement and operations. Due to the historical independence of the local CaseCo or-
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ganizations the IT landscape of CaseCo was rather diverse with many countries operat-
ing, programming, maintaining and running their independent local legacy systems.  

The first attempts at integrated IT systems date back as far as the 1960s when the 
company founder initiated the integrated global work system (IGAS) project. The pro-
ject failed due to a lack of appropriate technology at that time.  

4.2.6.1. Oracle and IT1 

Another major attempt was made in the 1990s with the introduction of Oracle ap-
plications. There were basically two Oracle implementations that happened in the 
CaseCo. One took place at CaseCo North America (CNA), which was a stand-alone 
implementation managed locally by CAN. The other was a project taking place in 
Europe, Japan and Australia, which was called IT1 (CaseCo IT system environment 
1). Both projects aimed at installing a single global software platform and harmonizing 
the IT systems. It was not part of this approach, however, to introduce standardized 
data or best practice business processes along with the IT system (IT1 project mem-
ber).  

The CNA project was launched in 1994 and CNA went live with the complete 
Oracle application in mid 1995. However, this implementation turned out quite unsuc-
cessful and was described by various CaseCo employees as “not the most successful of 
implementations” (project team member IT1), a “great flop” (Project Manager 
GPD/IT2), “near catastrophic” (project team member of CNA implementation), and a 
“complete disaster” (global project member GPD/IT2 and project member IT1) that 
cost CaseCo several million Euro and hurt customer satisfaction. 

“It was a standard joke in CaseCo that they [CNA] couldn’t ship goods, 
they couldn’t raise invoices but apart from that everything was fine.” 
(Project member IT1) 

After the unsuccessful implementation in CAN, the project and the approach were 
completely revised and re-launched. Different to the CNA implementation this project 
was run and the system designed by a global project team to manage the next imple-
mentation at CaseCo GB/Ireland. Even though this was the same system, it was a 
completely different project to the CNA implementation. As one IT1 team member 
recalled, each time the objective was to design a system optimized to CaseCo’s needs 
and its processes that could then be rolled out to other MOs.  

Having learned from the CNA implementation failure the preparation and design 
phase for the new Oracle system lasted for about a year and a half before CaseCo 
GB/Ireland went live. Due to a great deal of development effort the go-life was post-
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poned twice and finally took place successfully in 1997. Right after the go-life in 
GB/Ireland several of the local GB/Ireland project team members joined the global 
team to then create the standard system and approach called IT1, which was mainly 
software and IT driven, and was based on the business processes of CaseCo 
GB/Ireland. As it turned out, the business processes were quite different, on a detailed 
level, from other MOs. CPDS, as the GPD/IT2 project manager recounted, did not 
serve as the basis for IT1 and its subsequent roll-out because the defined processes 
were too generic and high level: 

“So at the time of implementing Oracle in GB, the IT1 terminology hadn’t 
been thought of. The whole concept of really making a standard product 
came in just after Manchester had gone live. IT1 was then fully docu-
mented and tested and standard manuals were written ready to then go 
into the rest of the implementation.” (IT1 project member) 

The roll-out of IT1 then continued with the MOs in Australia, Sweden and Den-
mark, Switzerland and Japan and at four production facilities. These implementations 
were completed by the end of 1999 at which time the roll-out of IT1 was discontinued 
for two main reasons. The first reason was that, despite some improvement in their IT 
systems that certain MOs experienced, several market organizations, particularly the 
MOs Switzerland, Sweden and Denmark, were dissatisfied with the quality of the IT1 
software: 

“Most [IT1] implementations and especially the implementation in Swit-
zerland were perceived as set-back, as negative point.” (Implementation 
manager IT1) 

This displeasure of the MOs also led to frustration and strong erosion within the 
IT1 project team: 

“It was badly organized at the time that not enough resources had been 
planned for. Therefore they experienced a very high work load, high pres-
sure in the implementations and high dissatisfaction at the part of the peo-
ple implementing and that of course is a fatal environment.” (Implementa-
tion manager IT1) 

Subsequently, a new team for second-level support had to be built-up almost from 
scratch. So once the IT1 implementation had been stopped, a global department was 
then formed which, according to the head of this department, was responsible for three 
key areas. One area was to support the MOs that were live on Oracle. The second 
function was to provide master-class trainings, which were to ensure that the level of 
the “super users” in the MOs was on a high standard. A super user was a key person in 
each department assigned to have some extra knowledge on the system and to be able 
to do some trouble shooting. It was in the responsibility of that support department to 
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make sure this person was well trained. Thirdly, the department was responsible for 
upgrades that took place initially twice a year and later on once a year. It was within 
the responsibility of that department to make sure that every update that had been re-
quested had been properly specified, tested and trained for the roll-out. These meas-
ures were able to increase the local user acceptance and satisfaction level again.  

The second reason for the termination of the IT1 roll-out was that the character 
version of Oracle used by CaseCo was not going to be supported by Oracle anymore, 
and would be replaced by a gui (graphical user interface) version, which would have 
resulted in a major system change for CaseCo.  

4.2.6.2. IT review and IT strategy 

Essentially this system change by Oracle and the fact that a lot of local legacy 
ERP systems were becoming outdated by 2004 and needed upgrading and conse-
quently substantial investment triggered an extensive IT and software evaluation and 
the development of an IT strategy at CaseCo. According to a member of the evaluation 
team, the prospect of this system obsolescence resulted in a high urgency to choose 
and implement a new replacement system. As stated by a member of the corporate 
business excellence team, the main question was whether CaseCo wanted to maintain 
decentralized local software solutions or wanted to adopt a coordinated global IT ap-
proach. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 25: CaseCo’s Information System Realities 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

Accordingly, the IT1 roll-out was terminated in 1999 for the development of the 
IT review and strategy evaluation. This strategy development was, on the one hand, 
influenced by the IT situation at CaseCo, and on the other hand by the overall strategic 
direction of “Mission 3C” strategy and several strategic initiatives underway at 
CaseCo that included a global key-account management initiative, an e-business initia-
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tive, a shared service center approach and individual strategies for several business 
processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 26: CaseCo’s Business Driven IT Strategy  

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

Based on an assessment of several information system realities at CaseCo (see 
Figure 25), a decision was taken at the end of 1999 (Milestone (MS) 1 in Figure 26) to 
formulate an IT strategy that was driven by global business requirements. These stra-
tegic business imperatives for IT included aims to: (1) maximize value from IT in-
vestment, (2) align IT with business strategies and (3) create company-wide informa-
tion capability. The IT strategy was then formulated as “a strategy to support sustain-
able profitable growth, a necessity for being competitive, and an opportunity to win, 
globally!” (CaseCo presentation to the Executive Board). The result of this strategy 
was the decision to implement a “managed global IT infrastructure supporting decen-
tralized business”. An extensive assessment and evaluation of ERP applications fol-
lowed that led, at the end of 2000, to the decision to base this ERP system on SAP R3 
and exploit one global SAP system as enabler for operational excellence at CaseCo. 

4.3. The GPD/IT2 strategic change process 
The end of the 1990s was an important period for CaseCo as the company experi-

enced a lot of creative development. Based on its “Mission 3C” strategy, put into ef-
fect in 1996, and with an emphasis on product leadership, Marketing and Sales and 
operational excellence as main strategic objectives, several strategic initiatives had 
been launched and the organization focused more and more on a process orientation 
and coordinated best practices. Partly inspired by Hammer and Champy’s (1993) pub-
lication on reengineering the corporation, CaseCo demanded higher attention to busi-
ness processes and their execution. Consequently, in 2000 two projects were launched 
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at CaseCo that would soon develop into the “biggest change initiative CaseCo had 
ever undergone in its history” (GPD/IT2 project manager), a business-related initiative 
and an IT-related initiative. This change initiative will be illustrated within this chap-
ter. 

4.3.1. The global GPD/IT2 project perspective 

GPD/IT2 was initiated and set up as a global project. As it comprised all of 
CaseCo corporate wide, three perspectives could be used to describe the project: the 
global project perspective, the business process team perspective and the local per-
spective taken by the various market organizations. First, the global perspective will be 
described. 

4.3.1.1. GPD/IT2 vision, mission and objective 

Initially, the change initiative consisted of two projects, a business-related and an 
IT-focused one. The business project was labeled GPD and focused on global proc-
esses and data, and aimed at the “operational excellence” pillar of the “Mission 3C” 
strategy (see Figure 27). The official statement with respect to the link between GPD 
and the “Mission 3C” strategy read: “We need excellent processes which we continu-
ously improve in order to achieve our targets in the other four areas!” Consequently, 
the GPD vision declared that “We significantly contribute to create permanent CaseCo 
Fans―customers and employees―by establishing an effective and efficient Process 
Management with a global, standardized system supported by Best Practice Processes” 
(CaseCo presentation). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 27: The link of GPD to “Mission 3C” strategy 

(Source: CaseCo presentations) 
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GPD was seen as the enabler to (CaseCo documentation): 

• Continuously improving and sustaining customer satisfaction by reducing proc-
esses cycle time, improving flexibility; 

• Globally consistent excellence of customer relations management; 

• Continuously improving effectiveness/efficiency and profitable growth; and 

• Globally consistent excellence of products and services. 

The IT-related project part, derived from CaseCo’s business driven IT strategy, 
was labeled IT2 representing the second attempt (after IT1) to build and implement an 
integrated CaseCo IT system environment. Having learned from the difficulties that 
were experienced with the IT1 initiative the IT2 project was to be closely linked to and 
based on the business and process needs and was to support the execution of GPD. 
Accordingly, GPD and IT2 were joined by a common mission statement (see Figure 
28) to form GPD/IT2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28: GPD/IT2 Mission Statement 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

The logic of GPD/IT2 was based on the conviction that a global integrated ERM 
system and best practice processes for all business areas would result in more efficient 
business processes, and hence increased customer and employee satisfaction and con-
sequently, improved productivity. In the GPD/IT2 project charter the reasoning for the 
change initiative was summarized: 

“During the development of CaseCo’s business driven IT strategy the need 
for a global ERM system supporting a standard business process and data 
model was identified. In an intensive, user-driven ERM system evaluation 
mySAP.com was chosen to be the basis of CaseCo’s new ERM system. The 
GPD/IT2 project will configure and deploy this system and drive the 
change necessary for its successful usage” (GPD/IT2 project charter). 
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Figure 29: GPD/IT2 Vision 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

The connection between the ERM and the process and data dimension of the pro-
ject was expressed in the GPD/IT2 vision statement, which manifests the close link 
between GPD and IT2 (Figure 29). Additionally, the CEO of CaseCo described his 
vision of CaseCo in an internal management newsletter as becoming a process organi-
zation supported by a strong process management (CaseCo Management News, No. 6 / 
December 2000, see also Figure 30): 

“While we have made considerable progress with product leadership and 
Marketing and Sales, we still have quite a lot to do where operational ex-
cellence is concerned. Our customers expect a performance from us that is 
always high and identical throughout the world.” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 30: CaseCo CEO’s vision of process management 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

The aim of making CaseCo a Process Organization was born (see Figure 31). 
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The objectives, as proclaimed in the GPD/IT2 mission statement and by CaseCo’s 
CEO, constituted the general and overall purpose of the change process. Naturally, 
they were further specified at and for the global level, for each business and support 
process (see chapter 4.3.1.8) and for the local market organizations (see chapter 4.3.3). 
According to interview statements of several managers at the global level, GPD/IT2 
predominantly and initially focused on improving operational excellence. Based on the 
objective of operational excellence, the aim was to increase productivity through the 
introduction of a process-based organization and global best practice processes. Later 
on, however, GPD/IT2 was also seen as a way to achieve higher customer satisfaction.  

“Worldwide uniform processes so that the business and carrying it out will 
get easier, effortless, more efficient and cheaper. And, well, more effective 
after all…” (GPM) 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 31: CaseCo on the way to a process organization 

(Source: adapted from CBE documentation) 

These objectives were to be achieved by constantly improved and IT-supported 
global business and management processes, an increased transparency within the or-
ganizational processes and their cost and performance, and improved exchange oppor-
tunities with respect to experiences and best practices between all organizational units. 
The objectives and scope of GPD/IT2 included organizational set-up and structure is-
sues on the corporate and global level, but did not extend to the structural set-up within 
the MOs.  
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throughout the years (see Figure 32 and Figure 21), business processes form the cen-
tral core. Based on its mission and the “Mission 3C” strategy, as well as its human re-
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side its management and support processes as leverage for providing its products and 
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processes were identified and defined in detail in order to describe best practices and 
build a supporting IT system.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 32: CaseCo Business Model (in its 2000 version at the start of GPD/IT2) 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

CaseCo identified seven business processes to be complemented by a business 
improvement and sustainability process as central and most important processes within 
the scope of GPD/IT2. Processes at CaseCo were defined as “a series of activities 
which take one or more kinds of input and create an output that is of value to an exter-
nal or internal customer” (CBE training documentation). These processes, initiated by 
a customer need, were cross-departmental and geared towards satisfying customer de-
mands. Accordingly, the relevant business processes for GPD/IT2 were: 

• Product portfolio management 
• Marketing and sales 
• Supply chain 
• After Sales Service 
• Management and support processes, including: 

o Customer complaint handling 
o Human resource management 
o Finance and controlling 

For each of these main business processes, the sub-processes to be included into 
GPD/IT2 were identified and defined (see Figure 33). 
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somewhat special, individual role within the project. Each of the business and man-
agement processes and sub-processes were defined and described in detail so that they 
could be mapped and programmed in SAP. Additionally, all processes were character-
ized by the degree of standardization that was required in their global roll-out and exe-
cution.  

“There are four classes: ABCD. ‘A’ means global standard with no excep-
tions. ‘B’ means that there is one globally favored process defined and a 
few approved variants exist. Then there are the ‘C’ processes where we 
have several globally approved variants from which the organizations can 
freely choose. And ‘D’ processes are locally defined as there are no global 
standards” (GPO).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33: Business and Management Support Processes in scope of GPD/IT2 as of 2000 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

4.3.1.3. Project organization, roles and responsibilities 

Initial project development team  

In order to arrive at best practice descriptions of these common global processes 
and one global IT system, a project organization was coined for GPD/IT2 in February 
2001. The initial project team was mandated to (CaseCo documentation): 

• define and describe the global business processes in adequate detail; 

• build a paper pilot of the processes and supporting IT system; 

• build and customize the IT2 kernel to support the business processes; and 

• elaborate an implementation methodology and roll-out plan for GPD/IT2. 

Consequently, a project structure was created that could accomplish all those tasks 
in an efficient manner. The initial project team was comprised of employees of the 
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respective business and management support processes from the global headquarter 
and several local market organizations, including the three biggest MOs in Germany, 
CNA and France as well as the designated pilot MO in Austria. These business and 
process-focused team members were complemented by IT personnel focusing on the 
IT2 system part of the project. Additionally, management consultants were brought 
into the project team in the very initial phase of the project to facilitate the process 
definition and design method. These consultants supported CaseCo in “defining the 
basic structure and led the project team via the IDEF-model to a hierarchical grading 
of the processes. … [The consultants] facilitated. They introduced the model and fa-
cilitated the discussions and specifications on the different levels” (GPO). In April 
2001 the consulting support was terminated and the project transferred from the lead 
of the corporate business excellence (CBE) department to the lead of a senior em-
ployee of the IT department who was also a member of the corporate management 
group (CMG) and acted as global project manager for GPD/IT2 from then on. 

In the initial design phase, the overall project team of about 75 employees con-
sisted of three groups that were charged with first designing and defining the global 
processes, data and systems, second with planning the implementation methodology 
and roll-out strategy, and third with providing change support (see Figure 34). The 
project comprised a GPD/IT2 project management team that was led by the global 
GPD/IT2 project manager and supervised by a GPD/IT2 global process steering board 
which was led by the GPD/IT2 executive board sponsor. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 34: GPD/IT2 project structure overview  

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 
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change and global implementation process included four main roles on the business or 
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continually improved, the maximum possible benefit was taken out of processes and 
system, new releases were systemically tested, new functionalities were rolled-out and 
trained, change management was supported throughout the organization, and first level 
support was given on-site. 

The main global and local project players and groups involved in the GPD/IT2 
change process will be described in the following paragraphs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 35: The global CaseCo Process Organization 

(Source: CaseCo CBE presentation) 
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group (EMG) and the Local Process Managers (LPM) within the organizational units. 
The process owners were responsible for demonstrating leadership, communicating, 
coaching and training all process participants and stakeholders. Finally, the CPOs were 
in charge of identifying, prioritizing and realizing business improvement potential 
through benchmarking and process assessment. In general, the process owners had to 
assure that good practices and core data sets were designed, implemented and continu-
ously improved to achieve the best possible performance (CaseCo documentation). A 
CPO was a required role for each global business and support process.9  

In February 2004, the Corporate Process Owner was renamed to Global Process 
Owner (GPO), as CaseCo decided that the global process organization “is not about 
our headquarters, it is about CaseCo globally and global responsibility. The Global 
Process Owner doesn’t have to be located at headquarters; she or he can be located in 
a different organizational unit” (GPD Board meeting minutes of the decision from 
February 25, 2004). 

For each global business process, not only a Global Process Owner was appointed 
but a whole team was formed to manage all tasks and responsibilities related to that 
business process. These global process team members were nominated Global Process 
Managers (GPM). Their roles and responsibilities were defined by CaseCo as being 
the “most knowledgeable person about details of process, data and system solutions in 
the global process organization”. (CaseCo documentation) Furthermore, they were to 
define global process, data and system solutions and translate business requirements to 
system functionality. They were expected to support and enforce implementation and 
compliance through documentation and training material by providing process and 
system training and reviewing the processes in the different organizational units. The 
GPMs were also required to be actively involved in the improvement of process and 
system solutions and manage process and system release changes. Finally, they were 
in charge of leading an experience exchange among process experts.10 The renaming 
decision from ‘corporate’ to ‘global’ also applied to the process managers so that after 
February 2004 the Corporate Process Manager were called Global Process Manager. 

The overall responsibility of these global process teams focused on two main 
tasks. These were the global, overall process, data and system development on the one 
hand and the local implementation on the other hand (see Figure 36). 

                                              
9 See also Appendix 1 
10 See also Appendix 1 
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Figure 36: Global process team tasks and responsibilities 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 
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ees in topics such as the process vision, indicators, scope and objectives on the local 
level. It was within the responsibility of the LPM to negotiate the targets of the KPIs 
and PDs with the GPO and to identify, prioritize and realize business improvement 
potential. The Local Process Manager position was a required role within the market 
organizations. The people who took over these roles often were members of the local 
executive team with the Marketing and Sales LPM being the general manager of the 
MO. 

Whenever feasible or required due to the size or organizational set-up of a market-
ing organization, Local Process Experts (LPE) were appointed. CaseCo wanted these 
experts to be the most knowledgeable person about details of a process, data and sys-
tem in the local organization. They were charged with the responsibility to train proc-
ess-, data- and system know-how to process participants and key users. LPEs were 
expected to coach in the use of performance indicators, collect and evaluate improve-
ment potential and initiate change requests to the global processes and system. Fur-
thermore, LPEs were also responsible for managing process changes, IT2 release up-
grades and new functionalities.11 Also affected by the renaming decision the label of 
‘Local Process Expert’ and ‘Local Process Manager’ officially changed to ‘Process 
Expert’ (LE) and ‘Process Manager’ (PM) as CaseCo maintained it was “not about 
MO’s, plants etc., it is about process responsibility in an organizational unit” (GPD 
Board decision from 25. February 2004). These new names, though, were not com-
monly adopted within the project and most people continued using the labels LPE and 
LPM. 

Coordination Team 

Under the supervision of the GPD/IT2 global project manager, an executive em-
ployee of the IT department who had already been involved in the IT1 implementation, 
a team of GPOs, GPMs and IT personnel formed the GPD/IT2 Coordination Team. 
This Coordination Team served as the main operational management body of the 
GPD/IT2 change process and was responsible for all tactical and operational issues 
related to GPD/IT2 and its implementation. 

“In principle there are two meetings, a Coordination Team meeting that 
takes place weekly and a GPD Board that takes place monthly. The Coor-
dination Team meetings concentrate more on operational issues. The focus 
is especially on building up of new functionality and on the roll-out pro-
jects, how do they go operationally and where do we have any problems. 

                                              
11 See also Appendix 2 and Appendix 3 
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And there is either the GPO or usually a GPO representative of each busi-
ness process present. A representative has to be present in any case…. 
That takes place on a weekly basis and is more the operational GPD/IT2 
action with main focus on roll-out and design of functionality.” (CBE) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 37: GPD/IT2 Coordination Team 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

The Coordination Team was institutionalized in March 2001 and met once a week 
during the entire duration of the change and implementation process. It was appointed 
to address issues which related to “several subprojects (integration topics), to check 
status reports from the subprojects and initiate adequate activities to counteract, to en-
sure project communication within the project and from the project to the line organi-
zation, and to discuss modifications, add-ons and change requests put forward by the 
local MOs” (CaseCo documentation). The GPD/IT2 Coordination Team, as shown in 
Figure 37, initially comprised the GPOs or a representative GPM of each of the global 
business processes, several IT managers (e.g. ADC, CTC, SAP project manager), the 
project management (i.e. global CIO, PMO and project manager) as well as several 
advisory and support team members. These included implementation and change man-
agement personnel (e.g. integration manager, change support, implementation man-
ager) responsible for issues like training concepts, communication activities, reviews 
and HR topics (see Figure 38) as well as advisory personnel (e.g. business adviser, 
KA, process manager) responsible for issues like project controlling, audit and process 
organization.  
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Especially in the initial stages of GPD/IT2, the change support team played a big 
role in mobilizing the organization for the change processes and providing training and 
communication. Its mission asserted that: 

“We want to support all CaseCo people in their ability and readiness for 
the changes to come with the implementation of the GPD/IT2 project 
which will affect everybody’s daily work. We want to achieve this by pro-
viding communication and training packages which are adapted to the 
needs of all different target groups.” (Change support team presentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 38: Change support areas of activity 

(Source: Change support team presentation) 

In the course of the GPD/IT2 process the composition of the Coordination Team 
changed as several change support, integration and advisory responsibilities were inte-
grated into the Global Process Organization teams or into the department of corporate 
business excellence (CBE). Also, the change support team was disbanded. 

Global Process Steering Team 

The project was strategically overseen by the global process steering board, which 
was comprised of all GPOs, the global Chief Information Officer (CIO), the global 
GPD/IT2 project manager, the global GPD/IT2 PMO, Corporate Business Excellence 
and several external IT representatives. The board was lead by the executive sponsor 
of GPD/IT2, the member of CaseCo’s executive board responsible for IT, finance and 
human resources. Its tasks were to control and supervise the GPD/IT2 project, to sup-
port the project management by resolving issues which went beyond day-to-day pro-
ject decisions, and to ensure linkage between GPD/IT2 and the general strategic busi-
ness direction. Its meeting frequency was scheduled to be once a quarter.  

GPD Board 

In the course of the change process many of these strategic GPD/IT2 responsibili-
ties were taken up by the GPD Board which was constituted in 2003 and consisted of 
the GPOs, the GPD/IT2 project manager, the head of CBE and the executive sponsor 
of GPD/IT2. This body that managed all strategic project issues met bi-monthly. Its 
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tasks and responsibilities were more closely related to decisions to be taken within the 
project and the operational work within GPD/IT2, than to those of the steering board; 
it also focused more on business and process issues than on IT-related topics. 

4.3.1.4. Initial change project approach and kernel development 

GPD/IT2 constituted the biggest change project ever undertaken at CaseCo not 
only with respect to a budget of over 200 million Euros, resources employed or the 
scope of the changes, but also with respect to the duration of the project. The prepara-
tions commenced at the end of 1999 with the IT strategy and a three-month long ERM 
evaluation performed by working groups in the summer of 2000, with one group rep-
resenting the MOs and another representing the plants. The result of this evaluation 
was the decision to implement SAP R3 as CaseCo’s global IT system (IT2). Subse-
quently, the definition of the objectives for GPD/IT2 commenced at the beginning of 
October 2000. This preparatory phase culminated in the official start of GPD/IT2 with 
a kick-off meeting of the initial project development team at the headquarters on Feb-
ruary 28, 2001.  

“I can recall there was the kick-off… at the beginning of the project. We 
were in a hotel. The whole hotel was full with people, more or less with 
everybody who had key responsibility. And then the whole project was 
presented und finally the open question was posed: Do we want to do this? 
And then almost everybody said, yes, we do! … Almost like with a catholic 
wedding vow.” (GPM) 

This event launched the process, data and system development and the GPD/IT2 
kernel build-up (see Figure 39).  

“At the beginning we had this tremendous trainings camp at our head-
quarter where we didn’t produce any implementation for one and a half 
years but trained people, informed people who weren’t in the project and 
built up the system so that it would be ready for the first implementation. 
And that was the first phase.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

At that time the project had recruited about 75 people from local market organiza-
tions and the corporate headquarter who established themselves in a new office facility 
at CaseCo’s headquarter.  

“From the very beginning GPD/IT2 was planned in a way that we recruit 
good and experienced people from the organizational units who have very 
diverse knowledge and experience. They then define to-be processes, these 
to-be processes were mapped into the ERP system and finally this system 
was rolled out to the organizational units” (GPM). 

The initial project development phase was planned according to a rigorous time-
line that focused on both the detailed process description and the corresponding IT 



Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 123 

system realization. Based on the objectives for GPD/IT2, the IT strategy, the ERM 
evaluation and the definition and detailed description of CaseCo’s global business 
processes were the prerequisite for the development and customization of the IT sys-
tem―the IT2 kernel. While GPD/IT2 was to be rolled-out in the local market organi-
zations, upgrades of the IT2.x system were to be constantly released every half year. 
This resulted in an extensive change process for the entire CaseCo Corporation that 
needed thorough planning, preparation and management. CaseCo, therefore, developed 
a far-reaching and wide-ranging project approach and methodology. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 39: GPD/IT2 major event timeline  

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

Right from the start of the project a close cooperation between the GPD process 
teams and IT2 system teams were required. The business teams in the initial project 
development phase concentrated on the development of the process and data models, 
the implementation methodology as well as change management and support functions 
(see Figure 34). The IT2 project team members focused on system development, data 
models and the IT configuration.  

According to CaseCo documentation the tasks within the area of processes, data 
and system development focused on issues such as defining Key Performance Indica-
tors (KPIs) for each global business and management support process, designing proc-
ess models, designing data models, configuring the IT system, testing the system, de-
ciding on enhancements and tracking value. The tasks regarding the implementation 
included defining an implementation methodology and release plan, identifying local 
requirements, adding local reports, adding local system interfaces, training local users, 
local system testing, supporting implemented sites and creating value. The responsi-
bilities in the area of change support focused on training concepts, communication ac-
tivities, reviews and HR topics. 

Business Driven 
IT Strategy

Q4-1999 Q2-2000 Q4-2000 Q2-2001 Q4-2001 Q2-2002

ERM Evaluation 
Oracle - SAP

Tactical Plans

MS-1 SAP GPD/IT2

Global Process and 
Data Definition

IT2

GPD

ATNew Data Center

Pilot Implementation AT

GPD/IT2 Kernel Build-Up

Final Decision on 
Single Client Worldwide

GPD/IT2

Business Driven 
IT Strategy

Q4-1999 Q2-2000 Q4-2000 Q2-2001 Q4-2001 Q2-2002

ERM Evaluation 
Oracle - SAP

Tactical Plans

MS-1 SAP GPD/IT2

Global Process and 
Data Definition

IT2

GPD

ATNew Data Center

Pilot Implementation AT

GPD/IT2 Kernel Build-Up

Final Decision on 
Single Client Worldwide

GPD/IT2



124  Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 40: Overall Schedule GPD/IT, 2001-2002 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

Once the GPD process and data models were defined and the flow charts and data 
templates described, they were used for the kernel build-up of the IT2 system. The 
initial system definition, the IT2.0 business blueprint phase, was foreseen to last until 
the end of July 2001 when a ‘paper pilot’ was scheduled to take place that would simu-
late the business processes and their system support (see Figure 40). The build-up of 
IT2.0 was scheduled to include functional acceptance and system stress tests until June 
2002, when the first update, IT2.1, was to be released. From then on every six months 
an updated version of IT2.x was scheduled to be released that would include new and 
enhanced process as well as IT functionality and a continuous improvement of the sys-
tem. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 41: GPD/IT2 release concept  

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

With the corporate wide and global roll-out of GPD/IT2 and a continuous update 
of the system, the GPD/IT2 change process had two main dimensions: a geographical 
one and a functional one (see Figure 41). The geographical dimension denoted the 
growing number of local market organizations that were to use GPD/IT2, and the func-
tional dimension represented the continuous improvement and enhancement of the 

March MarchFebJanDezNovOctSepAugJulyJuneMayApril April May

Site Implemen-
tation Austria

Paper
Pilot

Integration
Test

Integration
Test

IT2.0 Business
Blueprint

IT2.0 Realization

Site Preparation 
Austria

SRR I
Austria

IT2.0 Final 
Preparation

Site Preparation 
Germany

Site Preparation 
Benelux

20022001
March MarchFebJanDezNovOctSepAugJulyJuneMayApril April May

Site Implemen-
tation Austria

Paper
Pilot

Integration
Test

Integration
Test

IT2.0 Business
Blueprint

IT2.0 Realization

Site Preparation 
Austria

SRR I
Austria
SRR I

Austria

IT2.0 Final 
Preparation

Site Preparation 
Germany

Site Preparation 
Benelux

20022001

IT2.xIT2.x

H2.3H2.3IT2.2IT2.2

H2.1H2.1IT2.0IT2.0

FU
N

C
TI

O
N

A
LI

TY

GPDGPD

GEOGRAPHIC

IT2.xIT2.x

H2.3H2.3IT2.2IT2.2

H2.1H2.1IT2.0IT2.0

FU
N

C
TI

O
N

A
LI

TY

GPDGPD

GEOGRAPHIC



Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 125 

processes and their corresponding update of the IT2 system. These dimensions will be 
further explained in the following sections. 

4.3.1.5. Geographical roll-out / implementation 

The roll-out of GPD/IT2 was planned to take place in a sequenced approach. Hav-
ing learned from previous change initiatives like IT1, the CaseCo management had 
chosen MO Austria (AT) as pilot site for the first GPD/IT2 implementation.  

“The US was the very first [Oracle] implementation …, lessons learned: 
don’t pick your largest market organization to start with.” (GPM and 
member of the CNA Oracle implementation team) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 42: GPD/IT2 Implementation Schedule 2001 – 2005 as of 2003  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

The pilot implementation at MO Austria was scheduled to take place between Oc-
tober 2001 and March 2002. The go-live of GPD/IT2 in Austria took place on October 
1st, 2002. After the completion of the pilot, the roll-out was continued with further 
market organizations including the biggest and most important ones of Germany, 
CNA, Switzerland, UK/Ireland, Sweden/Denmark, France, Japan, Italy, and Spain (see 
Figure 42). These market organizations were to be only preceded by Benelux, which 
was in an urgent need to upgrade its outdated IT system. The MO implementations 
were complemented by the GPD/IT2 roll-out to several production plants and the cor-
porate headquarter, which took place between 2002 and 2003.  
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The geographical roll-out of GPD/IT2 was scheduled to continue through 2007 
until all of CaseCo’s market organizations used the new processes and system, includ-
ing the smaller MOs of Latin America, Eastern Europe and South East Asia (see 
Figure 43). Except for these very small MOs, which were subject to a “plug-and-play” 
implementation, a standardized implementation methodology was developed and em-
ployed to provide a smooth transition without losing business or customer satisfaction, 
and to gain acceptance for GPD/IT2. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43: GPD/IT2 overall implementation schedule 2003 – 2007 as of 2005  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

4.3.1.6. Local implementation methodology 

GPD/IT2 was to be implemented in all local market organizations which, conse-
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mentation Phase, and finally, the Intensive Care Support Phase.  
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tion team. This team included a project manager, topic owners, topic leads and experts. 
Additionally, a local steering board team was established that consisted of local execu-
tive team members as well as global GPD/IT2 project managers and CaseCo executive 
management members to oversee the implementation. 

Once the local team had been constituted, members of the global GPD/IT2 team 
responsible for this particular implementation joined the local team and jointly carried 
out the implementation, including the Site Requirements Definition Phase and Site 
Operational Review (SOR). The SOR was the first of a series of “business fit” work-
shops where the GPD/IT2 processes and system were demonstrated to the local MO 
and discussed. The SOR had four main objectives. These included, firstly, the identifi-
cation of all gaps between the existing environment and the new GPD/IT2 standards 
with respect to processes, functionality, IT environment, organization and infrastruc-
ture. Secondly, a data quality assessment regarding completeness, consistency and va-
lidity of the data was to be performed. Thirdly, it was the aim of the SOR to assess 
change readiness of the MO including information needs, resources, competencies and 
motivation, and to define activities to support the change process. Finally, additional 
unresolved key issues were to be identified, and appropriate responsibilities and dead-
lines for actions were defined (CaseCo documentation). The result of the SOR was the 
management letter that listed all work packages that needed to be addressed in detail 
during the Site Preparation Phase (SPP). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 44: Local site implementation approach  

(Source: CaseCo presentations) 
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training logistics, local process organization development and team status assessment. 
Within this phase, the “super users” were trained on the new system and in the new 
processes. These super users were especially knowledgeable employees in each of the 
processes that should later on act as trainers and first contact points for all other users 
of the system, in case of questions or problems. The Site Preparation Phase was com-
pleted with the Site Readiness Review 1 (SRR 1) and a key deliverables report that 
constituted a contract between the MO and the global GPD/IT2 team about the scope, 
deliverables and key performance indicators of the implementation and the new sys-
tem. “The key deliverables report will include a detailed description of the scope and 
the targets of the implementation. Furthermore, the document will describe the values 
and benefits of the implementation” (CaseCo presentation on GPD/IT2 project status, 
2002). 

The SRR 1 was a “check to ascertain whether the relevant requirements of the 
Management Letter developed during the SOR at this point have been, or are being, 
met and therefore whether the site is ready to proceed to the implementation stage” 
(GPD/IT2 project presentation to local MOs). 

Finally, during the Site Implementation Phase, the data was migrated into the IT2 
system, all required stress tests with the data in the new system were performed and all 
users within the MO were trained on the new system and in the new processes. This 
was to secure a successful transition from the old system and processes to the new en-
vironment. The result of this phase was the hand-over document of GPD/IT2 and the 
actual going-live with GPD/IT2 in the organizational unit. This was followed by an 
Intensive Care Support Phase during which the global team still provided extensive 
support for the local unit in case of difficulties or problems with the new standards. 
The duration of the complete implementation period depended on the size and com-
plexity of the organizational unit and could last from a few months to over one year. 

4.3.1.7. Functional improvement, upgrade and release management 

Besides the increasing global geographical reach of GPD/IT2―due to the corpo-
rate wide roll-out―continuous process and functional improvements, as well as sys-
tem upgrades, were the second major aspect of the GPD/IT2 change process. IT2 was 
not subject to a one-time development, but was constantly improved and enhance-
ments were realized based on continuous process developments as well as inputs and 
requirements from the MOs. Process and business improvement and development at 
CaseCo combined a top-down and a bottom-up approach. But all enhancements 
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needed to be translated into IT functionality from the global GPD/IT2 IT teams. These 
improvement and upgrade processes will be described in the following section. 

Continuous business improvement process 

Even though the objectives for the GPD/IT2 change process had been established 
at the beginning of the project and the global business and management support proc-
esses had been defined they themselves were also subject to change and continuous 
development. The input and suggestions for these improvements originated either in 
the local market organizations and followed a bottom-up approach or they originated 
in the corporate headquarter or global process teams and took a top-down approach.  

For the bottom-up approach, CaseCo had designed a process that allowed for a re-
alization of the business improvement process. In particular two systems were pro-
vided for the market organizations that would help improve the IT2 system and de-
velop the processes―remedy tickets and enhancement requests. With these two sys-
tems each employee of an MO could request either a remedy for a problem encoun-
tered in the use of the IT2 system (remedy ticket) or suggest an improvement of the 
process and request additional or enhanced functionality of the IT2 system (enhance-
ment request). Initially, the main approach for system improvements was remedy tick-
ets that allowed for an elimination of bugs and problems in the system. “A lot [of im-
provements] have been made due to the remedy tickets” (Global Process Owner). Once 
the system was running pretty smoothly the usage of remedy tickets decreased and 
enhancement requests prevailed. These became the prime approach for bottom-up con-
tinuous process and business improvement and development and were submitted 
through and according to the CaseCo Request Tracker (CRT) system. According to 
Global Process Owners each enhancement request, in short called CRT, had to be pri-
oritized according to its benefit and resource requirements estimation for its execution. 
The CRT was then submitted to the respective Global Process Owner or Manager re-
sponsible for that topic who either resolved it on his own, brought it into the Coordina-
tion Team or, for bigger, more strategically relevant issues, into the GPD Board. On 
the basis of the initial prioritization and the estimated cost/benefit ratio, a prioritization 
of all CRTs was done by the global project team. Depending on the available re-
sources, mostly IT resources, a decision was then taken which CRTs could be realized, 
which had to be postponed, and which were not to be realized; in each case a local, 
individual solution had to be found. This was a joint decision process involving the 
Coordination Team and the Global Process Teams. 
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Top down improvements and developments were mostly initiated, developed and 
accounted for by the global process teams, the GPOs and the GPMs. It was part of 
their responsibility to further develop the global processes and the respective business 
model. These improvements were discussed in the Coordination Team or GPD Board, 
in case they touched on cross-process issues, and in the Global Process Team meetings 
with the LPMs or LPEs. These meetings will be described in more detail in chapter 
4.3.1.8.  

In addition to mere business process improvements the development of GPD/IT2 
within the course of the change process also involved farther reaching progress. Due to 
the new opportunities that GPD/IT2 provided for CaseCo, these organizational devel-
opments included changing roles and responsibilities of individuals as well as organ-
izational units (e.g. the “MO of the future” (GPD/IT2 executive sponsor)), the organ-
izational set-up (e.g. matrix organization dimensions), organizational unit boundaries 
(e.g. merging of MO responsibilities) and shared service center approaches (e.g. Inter-
national Logistic Center (ILC) and Shared Financial Services). These topics were 
mostly initiated and developed in the executive management group of CaseCo, or the 
GPD Board, and then advanced in project teams closely related to GPD/IT2.  

IT2 release management 

As most transactions of CaseCo’s business processes were automated within the 
IT2 system, all process developments and improvements had to be translated into IT2 
functionality. This included especially, but was not limited to, the CRTs that were 
submitted by the MOs. Consequently, every six months a new version of IT2.x was 
released to realize those developments, updates and upgrades, starting with IT2.0 as 
the initial kernel in 2001. The subsequent IT2.x versions (e.g. IT2.1, IT2.2, etc.) then 
included further functionality and were rolled out to the market organizations that were 
already using GPD/IT2. The implementation of these system updates and upgrades 
was often referred to as “roll-back” as the MOs already live with GPD/IT2 had to test, 
train and utilize the additional functions of the new IT2 versions every half year 
whereas the “new” GPD/IT2 market organizations could profit from implementing the 
latest IT2 version straight away.  

The main objectives of these IT2 releases were, on the one hand, to provide addi-
tional or enhanced functionality for new or improved processes, and on the other hand, 
to standardize business and support processes and, consequently, eliminate scenario 
variants not compatible with the globally standardized processes. Accordingly, besides 
the geographical roll-out of GPD/IT2 in the MOs, the overall change process of 
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GPD/IT2 also included additional functionality that was implemented by the semi-
annual IT2 upgrade releases (see Figure 41). 

4.3.1.8. Summary – the global GPD/IT2 change process perspective 

In summary, the overall GPD/IT2 change process comprised, from a global 
CaseCo perspective, three overlapping stages and two main dimensions. These stages 
were: (1) the preparation, definition and initial development of the GPD/IT2 processes, 
data models and IT system, (2) the roll-out and implementation of GPD/IT2 in the 
market organizations, plants and headquarter and (3) the continuous development, up-
grade and improvement of GPD/IT2. The main dimensions within the GPD/IT2 
change process were: (1) the geographical roll-out of GPD/IT2 and (2) the functional 
development, improvement and upgrades of GPD/IT2 processes and system. It was the 
global GPD/IT2 team’s role and responsibility to coordinate and manage all these 
change-related dimensions, stages and activities. 

4.3.2. The GPD/IT2 business process perspective 

Besides the supportive IT2 system, the main focus of the GPD/IT2 change process 
rested with the definition, introduction and continuous improvement of global best 
practice business and management support processes. These processes were identified 
in preparation for GPD/IT2 and defined in detail in the initial kernel build-up phase 
(see chapter 4.3.1.4). This chapter will further describe the global business and man-
agement support processes that were in the scope of GPD/IT2 and the way these proc-
esses were managed within the change process. Consequently, all of the eight global 
processes will be presented, their global process team organization described, and an 
account given of the main activities and meetings that were used by the process teams 
to achieve the GPD/IT2 and business process (BP) objectives. 

Therefore, this chapter is structured into two parts, a general one describing the 
overall process organization, process measurements and evaluation, as well as man-
agement and coordination activities, and a second one presenting each process in de-
tail. The first part is subdivided into a first section that describes the general under-
standing and idea of the business processes (and process organization), a second sec-
tion that explains the evaluation logic of the BPs, and a third section that illustrates the 
management and coordination activities undertaken within the process teams. After-
wards, in the second part, all eight global GPD/IT2 processes will be depicted indi-
vidually and in more depth. 



132  Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 

4.3.2.1. Managing the GPD/IT2 process organization 

CaseCo defined a process as “a series of activities which take one or more kinds 
of input and create an output that is of value to an external or internal customer” 
(CaseCo training documentation). This definition was applied to its global business 
processes―Marketing and Sales (M&S), Supply Chain Management (SCM), After 
Sales Service (ASS), and Product Portfolio Management (PPM)―as well as to its 
management and support processes―Customer Complaint Handling (CCH), Human 
Resource Management (HRM) and Finance and Controlling (FICO). The eighth 
GPD/IT2 process, business improvement, followed a somewhat different logic. It con-
sisted of a group of sub-processes ensuring the mid- and long-term success of CaseCo 
by means of internal audits, risk management and environmental management. It was 
therefore later renamed as sustainability management. The GPO for this process was 
officially the CEO of CaseCo. However, he did not participate in the GPD/IT2 activi-
ties like the other GPOs, and the management of that process group was mainly exe-
cuted by the department of corporate business excellence (CBE). Within CBE one 
GPM was installed per process in that group. These GPMs were not part of a process 
team, but sat in different staff departments which were responsible for the respective 
topic. Hence, the following descriptions of the GPD/IT2 processes do not necessarily 
apply in all respects to the business improvement process. 

The management of CaseCo’s process organization focused mainly on three as-
pects: organizational structure, steering and experience exchange mechanisms, and 
process measurement (CaseCo documentation and training material).  

Structural set-up 

For each of the business and management processes a global team was nominated, 
which was responsible for this specific process. Their responsibilities included the ini-
tial definition of the process and its detailed description, the translation of the process-
related transactions into the IT2 system, the continuous development and improvement 
of the process, the appropriate implementation of the process within the market or-
ganizations, and all training and communication-related activities to foster the profi-
ciency of all relevant employees. Every global process team consisted of the Global 
Process Owner and Global Process Managers complemented by ITPCs. The size of 
these teams varied substantially depending on the process. The largest teams were the 
ones for the Marketing and Sales (M&S) and the Supply Chain Management (SCM) 
process with well over ten global members. The smallest ones, the teams for Product 
Portfolio Management (PPM), Customer Complaint Handling (CCH) and After Sales 
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Service (ASS), had two to four global team members. The responsibilities for global 
process teams within the executive board were set-up to form a matrix with the busi-
ness areas, regions/MOs, and support functions of finance, HR and IT (see Figure 45). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 45: CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 organizational structure  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 
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Figure 46: Cross process experience exchange and operational steering mechanisms 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

For the GPD/IT2 change process, CaseCo had installed two main coordination and 
steering mechanisms. The first one focused on the global GPD/IT2 project team and its 
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coordination across processes (see Figure 46), and the second one focused on the 
global process teams and the coordination within each of the processes (see Figure 47).  

The main steering and experience exchange mechanisms for GPD/IT2 on the 
global level were the Coordination Team, the GPD Board, and on an executive level, 
the EMG as described in chapter 4.3.1.3. These focused on cross-process and cross-
functional coordination and exchange activities within the change process, and secured 
the vertical integration of information, discussions and decisions from the EMG level 
to the operational Coordination Team level. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 47: International experience exchange platforms per process (2004) 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

The second focus of the exchange and steering activities rested on the intra-
processual coordination. The focus was on an integration and coordination of all local 
and global participants and activities within a certain process. For these coordination 
efforts the process teams employed several different meeting and exchange platforms. 
Mainly, they included meetings on the GPO/LPM level and on the GPM/LPE level. 
Both types of meetings, the ones on the GPO/LPM level (e.g. Marketing and Sales 
Summit and international logistics meeting) and the ones on the GPM/LPE level (e.g. 
Expert Meetings, Process Weeks) were managed, organized and coordinated by the 
respective global process team. Their primary objective was to coordinate, harmonize 
and standardize the global processes, share experiences of the MO representatives, 
provide learning opportunities, and continuously improve GPD/IT2.  
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The most important of these events were the Marketing and Sales Summits, the 
meeting of the Marketing and Sales LPMs who were at the same time the general 
managers (GM) of the MOs. These meetings were held three times a year to discuss 
and decide strategic issues for GPD/IT2, activities for the marketing and selling prod-
ucts, general strategic issues for CaseCo, and other organizational topics.  

Some of these meetings had already been taking place before the initiation of 
GPD/IT2, including the international logistics meeting and the global HR manager 
workshops. In most cases the GPD/IT2 instigated a change in the focus, participants, 
objectives and structure in order to specifically concentrate on GPD/IT2 topics. In 
other instances, activities were established as part of GPD/IT2, such as the Marketing 
and Sales Summit or most of the process Expert Meetings.  

Process documentation and measurement 

In order to assure high standards and quality, and to provide transparency for the 
management of the global processes, CaseCo defined a global performance measure-
ment and reporting system to be implemented with GPD/IT2. The performance meas-
urement logic included eleven key performance indicators (KPIs) as well as approxi-
mately 60 performance drivers (PDs) which were defined for the global GPD/IT2 
processes. CaseCo’s objective for defining and managing process KPIs were to “have 
a comprehensive, focused set of KPIs, understood and shared between top manage-
ment, Global Process Owners and Global Process Managers, Local Process Managers 
and process experts as well as process participants” (CaseCo documentation). These 
KPIs were further complemented on the corporate and the local level with perform-
ance drivers and operational indicators. CaseCo intended to define one to two KPIs per 
business and management process, integrated into the CaseCo KPI architecture and 
linked to the “Mission 3C” strategy. The objectives for an active KPI management 
included achieving higher transparency of the processes and being able to compare 
different market organizations in order to identify best practices and to initiate con-
tinuous improvement, internal learning and to trigger a real change in employees’ be-
havior (several GPOs). The performance drivers that assessed the process in more de-
tail were complemented by operational and local evaluation criteria, reports and que-
ries, and possible ad-hoc reports (see Figure 48). 

In addition to performance indicators CaseCo also defined the management, 
evaluation and reporting processes for using these indicators. Its main objectives were 
to improve and control the processes, to compare different organizational units and to 
“provide the most important reports and indicators needed to steer the business, to 
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avoid ‘re-inventing’ the wheel with each go-live, to ensure transparency across MO’s 
(i.e. same definitions), to establish a certain level of consistency across MO’s, and to 
facilitate reporting and communication across MO’s and with CAG” (CaseCo docu-
mentation). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 48: GPD/IT2 process performance measurement logic 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

In order to ensure a common understanding and a general high standard within the 
execution of the GPD/IT2 processes, CaseCo documented all processes and their 
measurement in the Global Process Documentation System (GPDS), a successor of the 
Corporate Process Documentation System (CPDS). GPDS was used for the documen-
tation of all GPD/IT2 process aspects and developments, as well as for training pur-
poses. The department of corporate business excellence (CBE), which was responsible 
for managing the GPDS system, summarized the objectives to be achieved with 
GPDS. End users should: (1) be able to find documentation about typical business sce-
narios with an explanation of the basic system functionality in his or her own lan-
guage, (2) understand how their work fit into the overall process and understand the 
objectives and benefits of such a process, and (3) get a feeling of the big picture and 
CaseCo’s vision, and understand how everyone’s performance contributes to CaseCo’s 
success in achieving this vision (CBE presentation). The GPDS documentation was 
available and accessible for all employees via the CaseCo’s intranet. 

4.3.2.2. The GPD/IT2 global business and management and support processes 

After having introduced the GPD/IT2 global process organization, and having 
given some general information about the global business process management ap-
proach, this section will provide further insights into each of the global business and 
management processes (see Figure 49) that constituted the heart of GPD/IT2. The in-
troduction of these global processes was the main content of the GPD/IT2 change 
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process, and the teams managing these processes were the core groups responsible for 
the content as well as implementation and continuous improvement and upgrade of 
GPD/IT2. 

Therefore, in the next chapters the processes will be specified, the KPIs for the 
processes presented, and their main coordination activities further described. Firstly, 
the four GPD/IT2 business processes will be presented (displayed horizontally in 
Figure 49). Secondly, the three GPD/IT2 management and support processes will be 
elucidated (displayed vertically in Figure 49). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 49: GPD/IT2 global business and management and support processes 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 

Marketing and Sales 

The vision of the Marketing and Sales (M&S) process was defined by the global 
process team and maintained that, in order to improve customer satisfaction and pro-
ductivity, the MO employees had to use the right kind of information in every cus-
tomer interaction, had to manage customer interactions actively, and had to increase 
customer satisfaction and loyalty (see Figure 50). In short, the Marketing and Sales 
process aimed at ‘ACT’―accessibility, consistency and transparency in the M&S 
process. The Marketing and Sales process included the sub-processes of marketing 
management, selling, billing and accounts receivable (see Figure 51). The objectives 
for the M&S process include observing and analyzing the market, identifying and tar-
geting the right (potential) customers, promoting products and services, supporting and 
using the right sales channels, identifying needs and opportunities, and monitoring and 
improving performance and the effectiveness of initiatives. 

In order to be able to monitor the progress within Marketing and Sales, the key 
performance indicator for the global process was termed ‘potential exploitation index’ 
(PEI). PEI was defined as the “strategic contribution generated by the Marketing and 
Sales process over total industry market volume as a measure of the current exploita-
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tion of the overall market” (GPDS documentation). The PEI was influenced mainly by 
the performance drivers ‘coverage’, ‘penetration’, ‘loyalty’, ‘effectiveness’, and ‘effi-
ciency’ (see Figure 52). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 50: Marketing and Sales process vision 

(Source: GPDS process description) 

In addition to the KPIs and PDs the M&S team identified four “building blocks” 
relevant to achieving a best practice Marketing and Sales process. Accordingly, the 
M&S building blocks stated (CaseCo presentations): 

1. Get the fundamentals right: High quality of customer master data 
2. Correct customer potential in the system 
3. Fully exploit the potential of GPD/IT2: Setup structured pricing 

procedure 
4. Create breakthrough in productivity: Install potential-based MCS 

steering 
 

 

 

 

Figure 51: GPD/IT2 Marketing and Sales process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 
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As two thirds of all CaseCo employees directly worked for the customers in mar-
keting and sales, the Marketing and Sales process was the most important one for 
CaseCo. Furthermore, 60% of its operational expenses (OPEX) were incurred within 
the Marketing and Sales process and hence the M&S process provided the “biggest 
lever for CaseCo to increase productivity” (GPO). The central position of the Market-
ing and Sales process was also reflected in the size of the Global Process Organization 
team, which was comprised of about seventeen GPMs and the GPO, who was also a 
member of the corporate management group (CMG). For such a big team and for so 
many employees working in this process, the coordination and experience exchange 
activities and meetings constituted an important factor in the management of the 
change process.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 52: Marketing and Sales process KPI and PDs 

(Source: CaseCo process documentation) 

Besides their internal team meetings, the main activities within the M&S process 
were the Marketing and Sales Summits, established near the end of 2001 and the Mar-
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now towards, how do we achieve more productivity? … Now we discuss 
about the road map or these building blocks for Marketing and Sales pro-
ductivity. … Now it is about turning this meeting into some kind of learn-
ing platform.” (GPO) 

To emphasize the global approach of GPD/IT2, the intention of the Marketing and 
Sales GPO was to conduct the M&S Summits not, as previously, at the corporate head-
quarter anymore but in local market organizations. “We are thinking of organizing it in 
a life MO in the future in order to have it [the global approach] more noticeable” 
(GPO).  

The second M&S meeting platform was the Expert Meetings. These meetings also 
took place three times per year and focused on the working level and operational is-
sues within the change process. People meeting in the Expert Meetings were the LPEs 
as well as the global Marketing and Sales process team (GPO and GPMs). These meet-
ings focused on all operational and tactical GPD/IT2 issues related to the Marketing 
and Sales process like system functionality, system enhancements, process improve-
ments, experience exchange, and the operationalization and implementation of deci-
sions taken at the Marketing and Sales Summits. 

Supply Chain Management 

CaseCo’s Supply Chain Management process included fully integrating and opti-
mizing all material and product flow between CaseCo’s 50 MOs, more than 800 
CaseCo Sales Centers, 8 plants, several distribution centers and warehouses, and over 
3000 suppliers. The global GPD/IT2 supply chain team was comprised of fourteen 
GPMs, a deputy GPO who carried out the operational GPO functions on an everyday 
basis and a GPO who represented the supply chain organization in the executive man-
agement group. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 53: Supply Chain Management process vision 

(Source: GPDS process description) 
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The vision of the Supply Chain Management process asserted that all members 
“strive for a fully integrated, transparent, highly efficient chain of sourcing, production 
and delivery” (CaseCo process documentation). Full visibility along the supply chain 
from supplier to customer was based on integrated processes and systems to support 
the improvement of supply chain performance company wide (see Figure 53).  

The SCM process included the sub-processes of supply chain design, planning, 
execution and control (see Figure 54). These processes focused on the need to meet the 
agreed performance targets, fulfill the service contracts between all supply chain part-
ners, excel on a customer demand driven forecast, focus on a refill philosophy, opti-
mize the overall supply chain, and achieve a minimal number of stocking locations 
(CaseCo process documentation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 54: GPD/IT2 Supply Chain Management process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 

Global supply chain performance assessment was done with two KPIs and seven 
PDs. The SCM KPIs were labeled “Customer Perfect Order” (CPO) and “Productivity 
of total Supply Chain” (GPDS process documentation). CPO was defined as measur-
ing “the percentage of customer orders, which are processed without delay and rework 
with respect to the agreed on order details as item, quantity, price etc.” (GPDS process 
documentation). The Productivity of total Supply Chain was defined as “percentage of 
sales growth compared to total supply chain costs growth” (GPDS process documenta-
tion). These KPIs were supported by the performance drivers of “carrier reliability”, 
“order completeness”, “on time shipment”, “availability to standard level of service”, 
“flexibility rate CAG”, “purchase price deviation”, and “supplier perfect order” 
(GPDS process documentation).  

As a network operation integrating many diverse and dispersed organizational 
units and players, and because of the nature of the supply chain process, the coordina-
tion and experience-exchange activities played an important role in the SCM change 
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process. Thus, the international logistics meeting and the SCM Process Weeks played 
major roles as coordination platforms (see Figure 47). Both meeting cycles had already 
existed before the launch of GPD/IT2, but had previously focused on different topics 
and were held in a different format. 

The international logistics meeting was held twice a year and served mainly the 
purpose of experience exchange as well as coordination and planning of strategic sup-
ply chain issues by the local fulfilment managers who acted as SCM LPMs. The sec-
ond meeting cycle, the SCM Process Weeks, targeted the LPEs and implementation 
managers of the SCM process. The main objectives of these Process Weeks were the 
know-how transfer from the MOs to the GPD/IT2 team and back (SCM presentations). 
It focused on an experience exchange about implementation issues, scenario variant 
development, process improvement, system functionality and enhancement as well as 
training. It was meant to achieve a “change from system thinking (R3) to process 
thinking (GPD) by taking into account all three subsystems (culture, social, technol-
ogy) including the organization with the people”. Moreover, it was to “change from 
individual MO concepts and processes to a supply chain thinking and processes by 
taking into account ‘vendor connection’ and ‘real inter company sales’ including 
learning, benchmarking and development” (SCM Process Week presentation).  

After Sales Service 

CaseCo’s After Sales Service process (ASS) included fleet management (FM), the 
repair support and order process and ASS controlling and improvement (see Figure 
55). Fleet management constituted a service offering, providing the management of a 
customer’s tool and machine fleet. This service offering had been developed during 
the initial stage of GPD/IT2 and was subsequently integrated into the ASS process.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 55: GPD/IT2 After Sales Service process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 
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professional tools” (GPDS process documentation). The strategic ASS targets were to 
achieve 100% customer satisfaction and a 50% reduction of physical breakdowns of 
tools by 2005, as well as 80% less cost estimates, no minor repairs in the repair cen-
ters, 100% spare parts availability for minor repairs only, and to make CaseCo Sales 
Centers part of the ASS strategic targets (GPDS process documentation). As in the 
other global processes, very detailed best practice process models were developed for 
both the repair and the fleet management process implemented with GPD/IT2. An ad-
vantage of the ASS process was that the process vision and best practice process 
model had already been defined before the launch of GPD/IT2 and that the two main 
sub-processes, repair and fleet management, constituted rather well-defined processes. 

The ASS process was evaluated by the KPI “Repair Order Cycle Time” (ROCT) 
and was further substantiated by seven PDs. The reasoning and logic for picking 
ROCT as KPI were that the reduction of the repair order cycle time reduced the tool 
break-down time for the customer and hence increased customer satisfaction (GPDS 
process documentation).  

The global GPD/IT2 ASS team was comprised of the GPO and four GPMs, one 
for each ASS sub-process. This team was also responsible for the two main coordina-
tion and experience exchange meeting cycles, the international fleet management 
meeting and the ASS management meeting (or ASS Process Week) (see Figure 47). 
Both meetings were held twice a year and focused on strategic and operational aspects, 
as well as experience exchange of the fleet management service offering, and the re-
pair process respectively. The targeted participants of these meetings were the market-
ing or fleet management responsible and the ASS or repair manager of the local mar-
ket organizations.  

Product Portfolio Management 

The final GPD/IT2 business process was Product Portfolio Management (PPM). 
The process vision was to “prioritize, select and concentrate on TTM projects, which 
fulfill ambitious criteria of attractiveness and strategic relevance” (GPDS process 
documentation) in order to achieve excellence in effectiveness, efficiency and quality 
(see Figure 56). 

The GPD/IT2 PPM process included the sub-processes of portfolio monitoring, 
search, time to money (TTM), product maintenance and phase out (see Figure 57). 
Objectives within these sub-processes were defined as being able to “delight our cus-
tomers” (CaseCo CEO TTM vision speech, GPDS process documentation) and to 
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“passionately drive major innovation to create enthusiastic customers and build a bet-
ter future” (GPDS process documentation).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 56: Product Portfolio Management process vision 

(Source: GPDS process documentation) 

The PPM process evaluation focused on the KPIs “repair frequency per tool first 
year” and “total cycle time of TTM projects,” which was defined as time from project 
start at ‘gate 1’ to market launch at ‘gate 5’ (GPDS process documentation). These 
KPIs were supported by about ten performance drivers.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 57: GPD/IT2 Product portfolio management process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 

The GPD/IT2 PPM team was comprised of a GPO and thirteen GPMs many of 
which concentrated on the time to money (TTM) process. The team was also responsi-
ble for their global coordination and experience exchange meetings conducted once to 
twice a year. These process meetings focused on an experience exchange of best prac-
tices in the process and marketing plans and served as learning platforms for the par-
ticipants, local managers and experts responsible for PPM. 
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Customer Complaint Handling 

The GPD/IT2 Customer Complaint Handling process dealt with all kinds of com-
plaints brought forward by CaseCo’s customers and focused on the overall process of 
handling these complaints (see Figure 58). 

“What we do [in the complaint handling process] 90% of our time is to 
deal with so called ‘service complaints’ in the market organizations that 
usually deal with order acquisition and documentation or billing issues … 
so, process complaints. But it also includes the area of technical com-
plaints which deal with product quality problems―may they be justified or 
not” (GPO). 

The process vision maintained that “we strive for complaint resolutions at first 
contact. We see complaints as valuable opportunities to improve our business and as 
crucial input to create loyal CaseCo fans” (GPDS process documentation). By means 
of customer surveys the process of complaint handling had been identified as a crucial 
process to achieve or lose customer satisfaction. As pre-GPD surveys had revealed, 
there was a lot of potential for improvement within this process for CaseCo as the cus-
tomer satisfaction for this process was in the 60% to 70% range, whereas most other 
customer-related processes were in the 80% to 90% satisfaction range (GPO).  

As this process also strongly supported the process of continuous business im-
provement, which was in the responsibility of the CBE department, the CH process 
was organizationally attached to CBE whose head was also a member of the corporate 
management group (CMG). 

 “Complaint handling provides very substantial information for this busi-
ness improvement process and therefore it makes sense to affiliate this 
process with the CBE department” (GPO). 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 58: GPD/IT2 Customer Complaint Handling process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 
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complaint handling cycle time was defined as the average resolution time for a cus-
tomer complaint.  

The complaint handling process was managed by one GPO and one GPM who 
shared the responsibility for organizing the international CCH meeting that took place 
once or twice a year and targeted the local CCH process managers of the top 11 MOs 
(see Figure 47). Its main objective was experience exchange to reach operational ex-
cellence within the CCH process. 

Human Resource Management 

The vision of the GPD/IT2 Human Resource Management process was defined as 
to “identify and develop the human resources needed to successfully develop and im-
plement our strategies by selecting the right candidates … and making the best use of 
our resources…” (GPDS process documentation) (see Figure 59). CaseCo’s HR key 
message maintained the objective that “to achieve satisfied customers and employees 
we are passionate for people development and learning from each other in the spirit of 
operational excellence” (CaseCo documentation). 

The HR process included five sub-processes of which source and select, develop 
and coach, and reward and retain constituted the key HR sub-processes within 
GPD/IT2 (see Figure 60). Source and select dealt with the selection of media and re-
sources for recruitment, the applicant pre-selection, selection, and the actual process of 
hiring. The objectives of the source and select process was “to ensure effective and 
efficient (in terms of quality and speed) recruiting and selection (from internal and ex-
ternal sources) to enable the organization to grow and develop, now and in the future” 
(GPDS HR training documentation).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 59: HRM process vision 

(Source: GPDS process documentation) 
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development in the presently held job and the fit to the current business situation, and 
the HR strategic manpower development process (SMD) that concentrated on the em-
ployee development beyond immediate job requirements and the fit to future business 
needs (GPDS HR process training documentation). The reward and retain process in-
cluded compensation and benefit management, obligations to CaseCo, market pricing, 
employee administration, and salary statements. Furthermore, the HR process included 
the planning and policy sub-process that covered issues like strategy development, 
continuous improvement and KPI review. This process was not IT2 system supported, 
as it did not include many system-transactional activities. Finally, information man-
agement focused on process analysis, controlling and KPI management.  

All of the HR sub-processes were woven into the “HR guide”, CaseCo’s “global 
framework for selecting, developing and coaching our employees using consistent, 
business-related behavioral dimensions to improve performance” (GPDS HR process 
documentation) (Figure 61) that constituted the core of CaseCo’s HR activities.  

The assessment and reporting of the HR process centered on its KPI “WEOS 
CaseCo fan index”, which was to reflect employee commitment, and which was de-
duced from CaseCo’s world-wide employee opinion survey (WEOS) carried out every 
two years. This KPI was complemented by the performance drivers “retention rate”, 
“reasons for fluctuation”, “length of vacancy”, “integration success rate”, “internal 
development vs. external hires”, and “HR department productivity” (GPDS process 
documentation).  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 60: GPD/IT2 Human Resource Management process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 

The GPD/IT2 HR process team was comprised of eight team members and one 
GPO, who was also the head of corporate HR and a member of the EMG. Besides an 
annual key user event that mainly focused on system functionality and best practice 
experience exchange, the GPD/IT2 HR team was also responsible for organizing the 
global HR workshops that took place about three times per year. These workshops had 
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existed already before the launch of GPD/IT2, but with the project, the focus of the 
meetings shifted substantially.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 61: The “HR guide” 

(Source: GPDS process documentation) 

 “They had those meetings as long as I can remember twice a year for the 
regions and it was always the HR managers. And I think the only thing 
that has really changed after GPD/IT2 was, I mean apart from the people, 
… the agendas are now being structured more around the global process 
topics, so the way they cluster the agenda.” (GPM) 

Accordingly, the focus of these meetings then was on strategic HR process issues 
as well as on coordination and experience exchange of GPD/IT2 topics. These work-
shops targeted local HR managers and HR process experts and were carried out in a 
regional approach, not on a global scale.  

“Each region meets twice a year. So we get to see an LPE from MO Spain 
minimum twice a year in a forum with HR managers, minimum.” (GPM) 

Within the GPD/IT2 change process HR had a somewhat unique position as it was 
the only process that was not introduced and implemented in the MOs together with 
the other GPD/IT2 processes but it always preceded the main local implementation. 
The reason for this staged approach lay in the fact that CaseCo had decided to run the 
HR IT as a separate system in order to increase data security. Consequently, it was 
decided that the HR implementation, i.e. the introduction and implementation of the 
HR processes as well as system functionality, had to precede the overall GPD/IT2 im-
plementation in the MOs so that these were in place when the “general” GPD/IT2 im-
plementation took place in an MO. The HR implementation, therefore, constituted a 
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somewhat independent, separate project part that was, however, closely coordinated 
with the overall GPD/IT2 roll-out. 

Finance and Controlling 

The long term vision of the GPD/IT2 Finance and Controlling process (FICO) 
stated that CaseCo wanted to “build the foundation for a role change from ‘bookkeep-
ers to business partner’ by designing and applying robust standardized processes to 
produce high quality financial data, effective management steering processes and su-
perior financial results” (GPDS FICO process documentation) (Figure 62). Conse-
quently, CaseCo subsumed the topics of general ledger, planning and budgeting, fixed 
assets, treasury headquarters, and value flow under the original GPD/IT2 FICO proc-
ess (see Figure 63). At the beginning of the project, though, the planning process was 
excluded from GPD/IT2, and these sub-processes were left as the responsibility of the 
local MOs.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 62: Finance and Controlling process vision 

(Source: GPDS process documentation) 

According to the GPO FICO is the one process with the most IT-supported trans-
actions (several ten thousands per day), the one that has the most interfaces with the 
other GPD/IT2 processes, and the process that could be standardized most comprehen-
sively. Consequently, process standardization up to a centralized shared service center 
approach for the FICO process was the objective within GPD/IT2.  

Being a support process, FICO did not have its own KPIs but was to support the 
other processes’ KPIs. Therefore, FICO had two process PDs, “days sales out-
standing”, which measured the outstanding receivables relative to turnover, and “pro-
ductivity of finance and accounting” (GPDS process documentation). The GPD/IT2 
FICO team only consisted of two GPMs and one GPO, who was also the head of cor-
porate finance and a member of the EMG. It was their responsibility to organize the 
international finance manager meeting, or FICO Summit as it was renamed within the 
course of GPD/IT2. Traditionally this had been the meeting of the finance manager 
and controller of the corporate headquarter and the 11 biggest MOs. The FICO Sum-
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mit aimed at developing and coordinating the FICO initiative road map, arriving at a 
common understanding of the global FICO process, and coordinating the implementa-
tion of GPD/IT2 and its related initiatives (GPO).  

 

 

 

 

Figure 63: GPD/IT2 Finance process 

(Source: CaseCo process organization training documentation) 

Business improvement and sustainability management 

The last of the official global GPD/IT2 processes was a group of processes origi-
nally named business improvement but later renamed as sustainability management. It 
concentrated, on the one hand, on processes supporting business improvement (like 
internal audits) with the objective of increasing the share of CaseCo fans, ensuring 
consistent high product and service quality, and increasing productivity. On the other 
hand, it focused on balancing CaseCo’s economical growth with social responsibility 
and its environmental impacts. Ultimately its objective was to support the achievement 
of sustainable profitable growth (GPDS process documentation) (Figure 64). 

 

 

 

 

Figure 64: Continuous business improvement and sustainability management process vision 

(Source: GPDS process documentation) 

This process group had a unique character within GPD/IT2 for several reasons. 
Firstly, it was in the direct responsibility of CaseCo’s CEO who, officially, acted as 
GPO. He did not, however, participate in the GPD/IT2-related meetings like the other 
GPOs, but was always represented by the head of corporate business excellence 
(CBE)―one of three official GPMs of the sub-processes of that process group who 
acted as deputy GPO for the process. Secondly, at the outset of GPD/IT2 the business 
improvement process had not been specified in detail like the other processes but was 
developed and specified within the course of GPD/IT2. Thirdly, this process did not 
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require IT2 system functionality as it did not include IT supported transactions (GPDS 
process documentation).  

Later in the course of GPD/IT2 the sustainability management process group be-
came more and more defined and refined. One example was the development of the 
business process audits (BPAs) as a key element of the continuous business improve-
ment and sustainability process (CBE documentation). The focus of the BPA was a 
specific organization and it was to be coordinated by corporate audit. Questions to be 
answered within the business process audit included: 

• What are the strengths and weaknesses of the organization? 

o Learn from the best 

o Close the gaps 

• Which cross-process issues hinder success? 

• What is the situation concerning compliance, integrity, controls, global 
processes, guidelines, laws and regulations, etc.? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 65: GPD/IT2 key steering and improvement mechanisms 

(Source: GPD Board presentation) 

Another review type was the process development review (PDR). It focused on a 
specific global process and was to be coordinated by the respective GPO. Questions to 
be answered with a PDR included how a process, part of a process, or results could 
quickly be moved to a higher level. In its initial design, the specifics of a PDR in-
volved multiple CaseCo organizations simultaneously, and specific improvements and 
global best practices were to be developed and deployed quickly. However, the GPD 
Board decided not to pursue PDRs as a common concept and rather, placed the re-

OperationalOperational

PDsPDs

KPIsKPIs

HRM
CCH
PPM
FICO
ASS
SCM
M&S

Performance 
Steering 
(KPI/PD) 

Experience 
Exchange 
Platforms per 
Process

On-site 
Support 

Process 
Improvement 
Reviews

Pilots 
AT/BNL 

on specific 
topics 

Corporate Audits 
(CA)

Process Audits
by Q-Functions

SQS / CBE
(ISO, Process Org.)

Process Reviews
by GPO-Org.

BPA / PDR

P
ro

ce
ss

 M
an

ag
er

/ 
E

xp
er

t m
ee

tin
gs

Overall concept on 
Reviews/Audits @ CaseCo

Audits/Reviews at CaseCoOperationalOperational

PDsPDs

KPIsKPIs

OperationalOperational

PDsPDs

KPIsKPIs

HRM
CCH
PPM
FICO
ASS
SCM
M&S

Performance 
Steering 
(KPI/PD) 

Experience 
Exchange 
Platforms per 
Process

On-site 
Support 

Process 
Improvement 
Reviews

Pilots 
AT/BNL 

on specific 
topics 

Corporate Audits 
(CA)

Process Audits
by Q-Functions

SQS / CBE
(ISO, Process Org.)

Process Reviews
by GPO-Org.

BPA / PDR

P
ro

ce
ss

 M
an

ag
er

/ 
E

xp
er

t m
ee

tin
gs

Overall concept on 
Reviews/Audits @ CaseCo

Audits/Reviews at CaseCo



152  Research site and setting – CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change process 

sponsibility for these reviews in the hands of the GPOs. Consequently, it was the 
BPAs that replaced several previously existing review and audit types and combined it 
with the process improvement review idea as a key improvement mechanism of the 
process organization (see Figure 57). 

The first pilot audits of the business improvement process, at the time of their exe-
cution called Process Improvement Reviews, were conducted at MOs Austria and 
Benelux in 2004 as they had also been the first organizations to implement GPD/IT2. 
The lessons and results of these reviews heavily influenced the development of the 
BPA concept. 

4.3.2.3. Summary – the global GPD/IT2 business process perspective 

In summary, the main challenge for the global GPD/IT2 business and manage-
ment support process changes lay in three aspects. These were, firstly, the initial defi-
nition of global best practices for each process. Secondly, each process team was re-
sponsible for the adoption and subsequent execution of its process by the local market 
organizations in the course of the local implementations of GPD/IT2. Thirdly, and 
with growing importance as the implementations progressed, the process teams, com-
prised of global and local team members, were charged with the continuous improve-
ment, development and enhancement of their processes according to local and global 
business requirements. These included IT-related functionalities as well as process-
related activities. 

4.3.3. GPD/IT2 implementation in the local market organizations 

Besides the global GPD/IT2 team perspective and the global GPD/IT2 process 
perspective, the effects, influence and perception of the local market organizations 
were the third major feature of the GPD/IT2 change process. Within the GPD/IT2 pro-
ject the main involvement of the MOs was threefold. Firstly, to a large extent it was 
employees of these local entities that joined and consequently played an important role 
in the global GPD/IT2 project teams and the development and execution of GPD/IT2. 
Secondly, the roll-out and implementation of GPD/IT2 focused mainly on the MOs as 
recipients as they were the organizations that had to execute and manage the business, 
management and support processes to the fullest extent. GPD/IT2 was also introduced 
and implemented in the corporate headquarters as well as in the production plants. 
However, as the plants performed only parts of the GPD/IT2 processes, and not to the 
full scope, the MOs were the main sites for the GPD/IT2 implementation. The MOs 
had to make the GPD/IT2 processes and system work in real life business situations. 
Thirdly, the market organizations were involved in the further development and con-
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tinuous improvement of GPD/IT2, through the joint coordination and experience ex-
change meetings like the various Summits and Expert Meetings described previously. 
Consequently, in the following paragraphs I will illustrate the involvement of the MOs 
within GPD/IT2  

4.3.3.1. Involvement of MO employees in the global GPD/IT2 teams  

There were several ways for the local market organizations to get actively in-
volved in GPD/IT2 in all stages of the change process. The first of these opportunities 
was to dispatch MO employees to the GPD/IT2 project teams. In this way the MOs 
could exert direct influence on the definition and specification of the project and its 
content as well as establish a close relationship with the project teams in order to ob-
tain information exceeding the official statements. Additionally, the employees par-
ticipating early on in the GPD/IT2 project work acquired a lot of insight knowledge 
that could, when the employees came back to their marketing organization, be more 
easily transferred to and implemented in the MO.  

The various MOs utilized this opportunity of direct and early influence and 
straight feedback lines to a very different extent. As one general manager of a MO ex-
plained: 

“At the beginning it was some corporate project, where someone had 
come up with an idea again but the pressure and consequently the in-
volvement was not very high because we didn’t see the direct impact yet.” 
(GM) 

On the other hand, another general manager of a different MO said: 

“I sent many employees abroad, to our corporate headquarter in order to 
participate in the project and build up the relevant know how. We had four 
or five employees at our headquarters who have participated in the last 
few years in GPD/IT2 projects in headquarters or went from headquarter 
abroad to other MOs in order to support those implementations.” (GM) 

The intention of this very proactive approach was to influence the project devel-
opment and to leverage the employee’s know-how and experience in local implemen-
tations when these employees returned to their MO. 

4.3.3.2. GPD/IT2 implementation in the market organizations 

The second part of the involvement, one that was inevitable for any MO, was the 
actual implementation of GPD/IT2 in the market organizations. According to the glob-
ally agreed upon roll-out plan (see Figure 42 and Figure 43) each MO had to transition 
to the GPD processes and switch to the IT2 system. With the exception of some very 
small market organizations that were exposed to GPD/IT2 in a ‘plug-and-play’ ap-
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proach, the implementation of the system and global processes followed the standard-
ized implementation approach described in chapter 4.3.1.6 (see also Figure 44). Con-
sequently, the MOs gave up their power of control over their IT system and changed or 
complemented their business processes according to the global GPD/IT2 standards. 

The obligations of the MOs for this implementation phase included the assignment 
of a local project team that worked together with the global GPD/IT2 implementation 
team and that was locally responsible for the proper and timely implementation of 
GPD/IT2. Furthermore, this team, in cooperation with the global team, had to design 
and execute a communication and training program for the entire marketing organiza-
tion so that all employees were able and ready to use the IT2 system and to execute the 
GPD processes after the go-live. In order to achieve this comprehensive and ambitious 
training and coaching program, local key users were identified within each process and 
acted as multiplier, main contact and trainer for the other local employees. Addition-
ally, the MO was responsible for cleaning and clearing up its data in order to prepare it 
for a transition into the IT2 system. Finally, the local project and executive team mem-
bers had to ensure a proper on-going functioning of the MO’s business operations dur-
ing the local implementation and with the new system and process standards. In the 
case that these standards and system functionality were not capable of supporting the 
local business, the MO had to submit change or enhancement requests (CRT) in order 
to obtain system support for the local requirements and activities.  

Overall, the processes and system to be implemented in the MOs and the changes 
carried out were ascertained in binding documents between the global team and the 
local MO. These included a “management letter”, signed during the Site Operational 
Review (SOR) that specified all changes to be made and tasks to be executed during 
the local implementation. Also, at the end of the local Site Readiness Review (SRR) a 
“service level agreement” was signed between the global IT organization and the MO, 
which specified in detail the application services to be provided to the MO by the 
global IT organization. These specifications included system availability, reaction time 
to system interruptions and system responsiveness. These documents between the 
global GPD/IT2 organization and the market organizations constituted binding agree-
ments on the changes to be made and implemented at the MO, and the services to be 
provided to the MO under the new GPD/IT2 processes and system (CaseCo documen-
tation). 

Apparently, being on the “receiving” side and having to implement and execute 
the globally rolled-out changes, the actual implementation project phase resulted in the 
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inevitable involvement of a marketing organization with GPD/IT2. But this involve-
ment was not limited to or finished after the local implementation. 

4.3.3.3. MO participation in global coordination and experience exchange events 

The third main component of the marketing organization’s involvement in the 
GPD/IT2 change process was the participation in global GPD/IT2 process meetings 
(see Figure 47). Each global GPD/IT2 process held at least one global meeting per 
year for the Local Process Managers and/or Local Process Experts. These were the 
platforms for the MOs to exchange experiences on the GPD/IT2 processes and func-
tionality, to provide input and local requirements to the global GPD/IT2 teams, to dis-
cuss best practices, to develop and improve the processes, to prioritize and rank 
change requests, and to arrange for training events often referred to as ‘master classes’. 
As a Supply Chain Management GPM reported, participation of MO representatives in 
these global experience exchange and coordination activities was possible for all MOs 
whether they had gone live with GPD/IT2 already or not. As the urgency only 
mounted during or just before the implementation of GPD/IT2, this was usually the 
time when the local representatives would start to join these meeting activities more 
frequently. Once the MO had gone live with GPD/IT2, the LPEs and LPMs became 
regular participants in these events. This was attributed to the fact that even after the 
transformational change of the implementation and go-live with GPD/IT2, the change 
process was not over for an MO. Its organizational adaptation to the new processes, 
the continuous improvement of the processes and the system, as well as the constant 
bi-annual system updates, represented continuous change that required on-going adap-
tation and development within the MO. 

4.3.3.4. Summary – the local marketing organization change perspective 

In summary, the main challenges of the GPD/IT2 change process rested with the 
local market organizations. These were the main units to implement and consequently 
use the global GPD/IT2 processes and system. Therefore, their key changes encom-
passed the actual transformational implementation of GPD/IT2 and the subsequent 
engagement in the continuous improvement process. Thus, the local MO employees 
were essentially the people who really needed to change their behavior, and who 
needed to learn and operate a new system, and to execute processes in a different way, 
thus enacting and constructing the GPD/IT2 change process to ultimately achieve its 
objectives. 
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4.3.4. Bringing it all together – the global changes and challenges of GPD/IT2 

Within this chapter an account was given of CaseCo’s strategic change process of 
GPD/IT2, the focus of this study. The organizational context of CaseCo and the his-
torical developments leading up to GPD/IT2 were described (chapters 4.1 and 4.2). 
Furthermore, a detailed illustration was given of the strategic change process of 
GPD/IT2. Besides the general vision and objective of GPD/IT2 (chapter 4.3.1.1) and 
the underlying process model and scope of the change process (chapter 4.3.1.2), the 
project organization and its set-up were portrayed (chapter 4.3.1.3), including the vari-
ous project members’ and project groups’ roles and responsibilities. Moreover, the 
project approach (chapter 4.3.1.4), general development and roll-out process (chapter 
4.3.1.5) as well as the implementation and roll-out methodology (chapter 4.3.1.6 and 
4.3.1.7) were illustrated. These general change process descriptions were comple-
mented by an illumination of the global GPD/IT2 business and management processes 
(chapter 4.3.2) as well as the local marketing organization perspective of GPD/IT2 
(chapter 4.3.3).  

The aim of these illustrations was to provide, in sufficient detail, a rich description 
of the situated GPD/IT2 change process in all its complexity, and the organizational 
context within which it took place. In summary there are several points to be stressed: 

1. Dimension: 

The GPD/IT2 change process was the biggest and most extensive 
change process that CaseCo had ever undergone. With respect to its du-
ration and resources (financial and personnel), as well as the breadth, 
depth and scale of the changes, GPD/IT2 was unprecedented in the his-
tory of CaseCo. Therefore, it constituted a major strategic change proc-
ess affecting every part of the CaseCo organization and its business. 

2. Objective: 

The objectives of the changes of GPD/IT2 were manifold and were 
specified in more and more detail as the project progressed.  

I. From the global perspective they included the definition and corporate-
wide implementation of global best practice business and management 
processes and a single standardized IT infrastructure in order to increase 
operational excellence, productivity and customer satisfaction. In excess 
of these objectives and in order to reach its purpose, the GPD/IT2 
change process included, among others, CaseCo’s business and man-
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agement processes, IT infrastructure, aspects of organizational set-up 
and structure, planning and reporting topics, individual and organiza-
tional roles and responsibilities, as well as the overall CaseCo business 
model.  

II. Each global GPD/IT2 process, though, had its own process vision and 
individual objectives that contributed to the overall purpose and that 
were evaluated by the process KPIs.  

III. The local market organizations, as the primarily units of the GPD/IT2 
changes, were required to implement and run the GPD/IT2 processes 
and system and contribute to the continuous improvement of them in or-
der to consequently deliver the intended productivity gains. 

3. Challenges: 

I. The main challenges of GPD/IT2 lay first of all in the definition of best 
practice business processes on a sufficiently detailed level. 

II. The GPD/IT2 process transactions had to be realized within the IT2 sys-
tem by adequate functionality. 

III. Despite the generally homogenous business approach of the local market 
organizations, the globally defined processes and IT system had to be 
adopted by the MOs and, where necessary, adapted to local market or 
legal requirements without losing the global scale of the project. 

IV. As the GPD/IT2 change process touched on every aspect of CaseCo’s 
business and emphasized joint development and experience sharing, it 
required new and extensive coordination between the global and the lo-
cal organizations, between the business or process side and the IT de-
partment, between the various processes, and between the different 
MOs. 

V. The first priority of a fast roll-out and implementation of GPD/IT2 in all 
market organizations, headquarters and plants had to be reconciled and 
balanced with the need of a continuous improvement and benefit exploi-
tation process. 

4. Continuous development: 

Despite having a clear overall vision and purpose, the goals and ambi-
tions of the GPD/IT2 change process were, due to the large scale and 
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long timeframe of the project, itself subject to on-going amelioration, 
change and further specification which also had to be accounted for in 
the on-going change process. 
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5. Research methodology 
This chapter on research methodology will describe the practical execution of the 

case study. It is structured into four parts, a first one illustrating the data collection 
process and a second one portraying the data analysis procedure.  The sequential man-
ner of presenting the interwoven processes of data collection and data analysis is done 
primarily for reasons of clarity. Subsequently, a third part will discuss quality criteria 
of qualitative constructionist case study research and measures taken to maintain them. 
Then, a final part ponders ethical considerations that have been involved in this direct 
field research approach. 

5.1. Data collection 
The section on data collection includes three parts. The first one will introduce the 

methods utilized for data collection. The second one illustrates the general phases of 
data collection and the third portrays the main units, groups and individuals that the 
data collection focused on.  

5.1.1. Methods of data collection 

Qualitative research is inherently multi-method in focus (Van de Ven, 1992; Flick, 
2006). The use of multiple methods, or triangulation, reflects an attempt to secure an 
in-depth understanding of the phenomenon in question. Objective reality can never be 
captured. We can know a thing only through its representations. Triangulation is not a 
tool or strategy of validation, but an alternative to validation (Flick, 2006). Also the 
research process with its application and employment of multiple methodologies repre-
sents a crafting procedure to make best use of the given opportunities for data compila-
tion (Daft, 1983; Pettigrew, 1985b). 

Besides working in a research team allowing for investigator triangulation, many 
data collection methods were used to allow for data and methodological triangulation 
(Patton, 2002), and moderate potential biases (Johnson et al., 2007). The study in-
volved four main types of data collection methods (Langley, 1989; Silverman, 2000; 
Jarzabkowski, 2003; Yin, 2003): (1) document analysis, (2) interviews, (3) direct ob-
servations, and (4) feedback discussions. These qualitative methods are effective in 
gathering discursive and practice-oriented data, and are viewed as less likely to de-
contextualize the experience and accounts of respondents (Burr, 2003). They are illus-
trated below.  
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Document analysis was mostly used for a reconstruction of the context and his-
torical developments that preceded the change process of GPD/IT2 and the historical 
developments of GPD/IT2 itself. It also focused on obtaining the official company 
communication about the changes and acquiring outsider views to complement my 
own observations, interviews and interpretations. Document analysis aimed at recon-
structing all elements and dimensions of the change process and its context, including 
the content and its objectives. It was to provide a thorough understanding of the over-
all initiative and the context within which it had been initiated and carried out (Yin, 
2003). Consequently, documentation and archival record analysis focused on four 
main sources. The first one included various kinds of externally published documents 
about CaseCo such as journal and newspaper articles, books, and case studies, which 
were obtained through a thorough literature search12. The second type of documents 
used included public CaseCo documentation such as annual reports (2000-2005), re-
ports to shareholders, and media and press releases which were obtained through a 
constant monitoring of CaseCo’s websites. The third kind of documentation employed 
included various forms of communication material issued by CaseCo directed at its 
employees such as the bi-monthly employee magazine of which all issues were ana-
lyzed from 2001 through 2005. Other such documentations included information pub-
lished on CaseCo’s intranet about CaseCo in general, and its GPD/IT2 change process 
in particular, which was accessible for all CaseCo employees. These documents were 
obtained through such activities as intranet searches and by subscribing to the ‘team’ 
magazine. The last source of documents was the specific GPD/IT2 project documenta-
tion including a variety of reports, documentations, presentations, agendas, meeting 
minutes, agreements, training material and the like. These were obtained from the 
GPD/IT2 internal project computer drive, from project members, and through meet-
ings and presentations. In addition to specific GPD/IT2 project documentation, further 
documents and artifacts of other relevant projects such as Culture Voyage were ob-
tained from project members. Several hundred of these kinds of documentations were 
sighted, evaluated and documented for analysis.  

The second method of data collection was non-participatory, direct observations 
(Jorgensen, 1989; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). Direct and non-participatory observation 
has been found to be particularly appropriate for research where “little is known about 
the phenomenon [or]… the phenomenon is somehow obscure from the view of outsid-

                                              
12 Due to confidentiality considerations the sources and publications about CaseCo cannot be listed here. How-
ever, they included 7 articles or book chapters and 6 case studies published about CaseCo. 
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ers” (Jorgensen, 1989: 12), as is the case with organizational change practices. The 
main value of direct observations is the ability to obtain first hand, real-time and in-
vivo information about the phenomenon (Van de Ven, 1993a), and to allow for a clear 
description of activities (Patton, 2002). Certain conditions crucial to the application of 
direct observation such as research concerned with human interaction, an observable 
phenomenon, and the ability to gain access to an appropriate setting, were all present 
at this study (Jorgensen, 1989). One differentiating aspect of observations is the degree 
of participation or interaction of the researcher with the field and the phenomenon un-
der investigation (Yin, 2003). Patton (2002), for example, distinguishes the role of the 
observer on a continuum from full participant to onlooker/spectator, coinciding with 
an emic insider perspective and an etic outsider perspective, respectively. The ap-
proach taken for this study was that of a non-participant observer―or an observer who 
was not engaging in or contributing to the activities under investigation and only being 
present to observe, understand and document (Patton, 2002). The role of the research-
ers, however, was always fully disclosed to all participants in an observed event. 
Moreover, a long-term observation strategy was employed, including multiple obser-
vations of consecutive events over a long period of time (Patton, 2002). 

Direct observations are a major and important source for qualitative process re-
search. They are, however, also a focal point for critique of qualitative research. Some 
critics reproach that the presence of the researcher can influence the phenomenon un-
der investigation and result in self-fulfilling prophecies. Such critics also disapprove of 
subjective interpretations of the phenomenon being observed. Having based this re-
search on constructionist assumptions, however, puts this critique into perspective and 
exposes it as belonging to a different scientific epistemology (Astley, 1985). Quite to 
the contrary, direct observations are important means and exercises in the sense-
making process of qualitative research (Astley, 1985). The real difficulties with direct 
observations are the time and labor intensity required (Patton, 2002). In this case, a 
total of 52 non-participative observations of official meetings amounted to a combined 
observation time of over 230 hours, each observation lasting anywhere from half an 
hour to a whole day13. These were further complemented by countless observations of 
informal gatherings, meetings and conversations.  

For all direct observations, extensive field notes were taken because audio re-
cordings of these meetings were not possible (Silverman, 2000; Yin, 2003). The field 

                                              
13 For an overview of non-participative observation activities see Appendix 4, for a detailed inventory of obser-
vations see Appendix 5. 
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notes included physical settings, participant lists, agendas and topic lists, more or less 
detailed accounts of participants’ contributions and statements (sometimes up to a lit-
eral transcription of remarks), notes on perceived moods and atmosphere, as well as 
other comments possibly useful for the comprehension of the observed phenomenon. 
Additionally, official documentation such as agendas, meeting minutes, hand-outs and 
presentations were collected for most observed meetings and gatherings and as exten-
sively as possible. These were used for subsequent document analysis and to comple-
ment the researchers’ individual recollections and interpretations. 

A third major source of information was interviews, which constituted an impor-
tant element of case study research (Silverman, 2000; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). Inter-
views were a primary means to obtain personal accounts, opinions, perceptions and 
interpretations of events and assessments of activities within the change process. Two 
general types of interviews were employed, informal conversational interviews and 
semi-structured, guided interviews (Patton, 2002). Informal conversational interviews 
were used on an ad-hoc and availability basis and mainly in the context of observa-
tions. Interview partners were CaseCo employees and GPD/IT2 project participants of 
all hierarchical levels from executive board members to operational team members. 
They were used to clarify issues, obtain personal interpretations and perceptions of 
events, and capture sentiments. Information obtained through informal conversational 
interviews was most often documented in the researcher’s notes right after the inter-
view had taken place. 

However, the primary method used for interviews was that of semi-structured, 
guided interviews. Interviewees were initially suggested by the GPD/IT2 project man-
ager and included the GPOs or key GPMs for every global business process as well as 
other key players in the global change process team such as the GPD/IT2 roll-out 
manager and global MO implementation managers. The list of interview partners ini-
tially identified was amended in the course of the research. It was revised to identify 
interviewees most valuable for adding relevant information and insights based on a 
theoretical sampling approach (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) that drew from the sugges-
tions of interviewees and was based on the progression of the research findings. A to-
tal of 39 people were interviewed (see Table 4), including 20 global GPD/IT2 team 
members, seventeen local MO employees and two headquarter employees.14 Many 
interviews were jointly conducted by the two researchers with one taking the lead for a 

                                              
14 See Appendix 6 for a list of interview partners, their affiliation and the number of interviews and Appendix 7 
for a detailed list of all interviews 
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given topic, and the other one taking notes and interjecting with additional questions 
for clarification. The global project manager, several GPOs and GPMs who were par-
ticularly central to the change process were interviewed more than once to capture 
their thoughts about the progression of the change process as well as the ways in 
which their perception of the GPD/IT2 project had evolved. During the course of the 
research, changes in the people occupying two GPO positions resulted in duplicate 
interviews for seven positions and five people, in addition to a multitude of informal 
conversational interviews.  

Global Team Members Local team members 
Headquarter 

Functions 
MO Italy • GM 

• Local implementation 
manager and LPM 
FICO 

• Local implementation 
manager  

• Topic Owner / LPE 
M&S 

• LPE FICO 
• LPE SCM 
• LPE M&S 
• LPE M&S 

MO Germany • GM 
• LPM SCM 
• LPE SCM 
• LPE M&S 

MO France • Local implementation 
manager 

• LPM CCH 
• LPE M&S 
• LPE ASS 

• GPD/IT2 project manager 
• GPO FICO 
• GPO M&S 
• GPO HR 
• GPO CCH 
• New GPO CCH 
• New GPO M&S 
• Deputy GPO SCM 
• GPM PPM 
• GPM ASS 
• GPM FICO 
• GPM HR 
• GPM M&S 
• GPM M&S 
• GPM M&S 
• GPD/IT2 rollout manager 
• Global implementation manager 

MO France 
• Global implementation manager 

MO Italy 
• Global implementation manager 

MO GB/Ireland 
• Head of CBE 
• CBE team member 

MO 
GB/Ireland 

• Local implementation 
manager 

• Head of global training 
and learning 

• Head of global reporting 

Table 4: List of interviewees 

 

The semi-structured interviews followed an interview guide15 that varied depend-
ing on whether it was a global or a local team member and on the phase of the research 
process. The interview guide for the second set of interviews with the same person was 
adapted for an adequate follow up of the first interview, and to reflect the advancement 

                                              
15 See Appendix 8 and Appendix 9 for the interview guidelines. 



164  Research methodology 

in understanding of the change process. The objective of the interview guides was to 
provide topic areas within which the interviewer could explore and probe depending 
on the progress of illuminating the subject (Pettigrew, 1990). These semi-structured 
interviews are particularly appropriate for an inductive explorative study such as this 
one (Patton, 2002). 

Most interviews were scheduled to last for two hours. There were some exceptions 
where the interview duration was limited to one hour or one hour and a half due to 
time constraints of the interview partner. No interview was conducted for less than one 
hour. However, some interviews also lasted longer than planned, reaching durations of 
up to three hours. With the exception of two interviews in a local market organization, 
where two interviewees were being interviewed together, all other interview partners 
were conversed with individually. With the exception of two interviews that were con-
ducted by phone, all interviews were carried out in person. 

In addition to notes that were taken during the interviews, all interviews were re-
corded with the consent of the interviewees and were subsequently transcribed. Only 
one interviewee requested to see the transcript of his interview, which was sent to him 
by email; he did not have any amendments or requests for changes. Furthermore, sup-
porting documents and presentations were occasionally obtained from the interview-
ees. 

Finally, feedback discussion meetings were added as a research activity at the end 
of the research process. The objective of these feedback discussions was to provide 
CaseCo with insights into the observations and research results, to expose possible 
inconsistencies or shortcomings in the change process, and to provide the organization 
with conceptions of open issues and recommendations for possible improvements 
(Patton, 2002). These feedbacks had been initially requested by CaseCo in the set-up 
of the research agreement, and were subsequently, additionally and sometimes sponta-
neously requested by different teams of the GPD/IT2 change process. These feedback 
sessions, besides being part of the indemnification for CaseCo, were a valuable plat-
form to probe the research findings and interpretations with the participants of 
CaseCo’s change process, in an attempt for corroboration16. 

These four main data collection methods were complemented by several meetings 
with project participants, the GPD/IT2 global project manager and the GPD/IT2 ex-

                                              
16 For a list of feedback activities see Appendix 10.  
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ecutive board sponsor17. The topics of these meetings were mostly the developments 
of the GPD/IT2 change process as well as the research process and its advancement, 
the preparation of a teaching case study for the University of St. Gallen (von der Hey-
den, Jäger, Kappler, & Rüegg-Stürm, 2005), and administrative issues of the research 
process. 

The utilization and employment of the various data collection meth-
ods―document analysis, direct observations, interviews, and feedback discus-
sion―were part of a collaborative research strategy (see Figure 66) that aimed on the 
one hand at obtaining rich descriptions and comprehensive insights into the in-vivo 
practice of strategic change at CaseCo that was useful for our own academic research, 
while also contributing to CaseCo’s self-reflection and its accumulated experience 
about its own change process (Mohrman, Gibson, & Mohrman Jr., 2001; Rynes, Bar-
tunek, & Daft, 2001).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 66: Collaborative research approach 

 

5.1.2. Phases of investigation 

The overall research process18 can be classified into three broad phases. The first 
one was mainly aimed at gaining a general understanding of CaseCo and its business. 
Furthermore, it endeavored to understand and reconstruct the historical developments 
of CaseCo that led to GPD/IT2, the organizational context of GPD/IT2 such as the or-
ganization culture, strategy and structure as well as the general content, objective, set-
up, and progression of the GPD/IT2 change process. This phase mainly drew on docu-

                                              
17 The research process included eleven of these meetings between June 2004 and July 2005 amounting to a total 
meeting time of 18:30 hours. 
18 See Appendix 11 for the official project plan. The actual research activities got extended, however, until Octo-
ber 2005. 
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ment analysis, meetings and interviews and lasted from the outset of the research proc-
ess, in June 2004, for about four months. The second phase comprised the major re-
search activities and constituted the core of the explorative study. Research activities 
focused on the global change activities and teams involved in GPD/IT2 as well as on 
several local Market Organizations and their execution of the change process. The key 
means of investigation were interviews and direct observation aimed at obtaining a 
thorough understanding and ability for reconstruction and interpretation of the change 
process. This phase began around October 2004 and lasted for about nine months. The 
final phase involved the feedback discussions intended at substantiating and corrobo-
rating the research findings and the researchers’ perceptions and interpretations as well 
as providing CaseCo with input for a change process improvement. Besides feedback 
discussions, interviews and direct observations also played a major role in data compi-
lation in this stage. The phase commenced around April 2005 and lasted until the final 
feedback discussion in October 2005. 

These research process phases were, however, somewhat intersecting and over-
lapping. Gaining a better understanding of the historical and contextual aspects of 
GPD/IT2, for example, continued on a global as well as local level throughout the en-
tire research process. Also the document analysis continued all the way through the 
research process after having been the prime activity at the very beginning of the re-
search. Differentiating these phases does, however, shed some light on the progression 
of the research process that illustrates how the advancement of awareness and compre-
hension of the GPD/IT2 change process progressed.  

5.1.3. Main target units, groups and individuals of the study 

The GPD/IT2 change initiative has been the largest, most comprehensive and ex-
tensive change process ever undertaken by CaseCo. It comprised all business proc-
esses, all organizational levels and hierarchies, as well as all operational units and 
market organizations, reaching out to every employee corporate wide. Being faced 
with such a vast organizational transformation effort, but being constrained in time and 
resources, certain choices had to be made with respect to focusing the research effort 
and activities. Based on the objective of exploring organizational practices involved in 
the enactment and fostering strategic change processes, both the global as well as the 
local perspective of the GPD/IT2 change process were in focus for the embedded case 
study and in order to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the transformation activi-
ties. 
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On the global level research activities concentrated mainly on the Coordination 
Team and the GPD Board, the two bodies identified by the global GPD/IT2 project 
manager as the most important teams involved in the steering and management of the 
project from the business perspective. GPD/IT2 involved all of CaseCo’s business 
processes which, consequently, also were included in the research study. However, 
being CaseCo’s biggest and most crucial business processes, the research activities 
placed a particular emphasis on the Marketing and Sales and the Supply Chain Man-
agement area, further investigating team activities, meetings and global Process Weeks 
specifically of these processes. This strategy was chosen not only because M&S and 
SCM constituted the most prominent business processes, but also because they went 
the farthest in taking action and establishing global meetings as part of their change 
process. 

Moreover, GPD/IT2 was rolled-out globally and corporate-wide. Therefore, all of 
CaseCo’s market organizations underwent, executed and implemented the involved 
changes. Not all of these MOs could be included in the study. Consequently, the re-
search effort had to focus on a few exemplary MOs. The foremost studied MOs in-
cluded MO Italy, MO France, MO Germany, and MO GB/Ireland, and also included 
MOs Austria, Benelux, CNA and Switzerland. These MOs were selected due to sev-
eral reasons. First, they included organizations that were undergoing the GPD/IT2 
change process during the execution of the research, herewith allowing for a real-time, 
in-vivo investigation of their changes, as well as organizations that had already com-
pleted the implementation of GPD/IT2, thereby enabling a reflection on and compari-
son of the success of the performed change process and activities. Second, the MOs 
were chosen for accessibility reasons. I either visited them personally to conduct inter-
views and observations, or GPD/IT2 project members who were heavily involved in 
the local transformations were available for questioning at other meetings that I at-
tended. Moreover, substantial documentation was available about the change and im-
plementation process of these MOs. Third, they included organizations that were re-
ported to be rather successful and effective in their change process as well as organiza-
tions that were struggling, more than average, or were perceived as less successful ex-
amples in their change process. These selection criteria allowed for a comprehensive 
comparison of what happened and what did not happen within this single, embedded 
case study (Patton, 2002) and ultimately for an even richer description of what activi-
ties were prevailing in the overall construction of the GPD/IT2 change process 
(Pettigrew, 1990).  
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On the local level semi-structured interviews were conducted with several local 
change participants. These included employees of MOs Italy, France, GB/Ireland and 
Germany. Within these organizations an attempt was made to interview people of dif-
ferent hierarchical rank, members of the GPD/IT2 project teams and line managers. 
Local level data collection also comprised different stages within the change proc-
ess―from organizations that had implemented GPD/IT2 before the research study was 
commenced, for example with MO Germany the local operational process teams were 
a main focus of investigation―to organizations that could be observed in the process 
of implementation, such as MO Italy, France and GB/Ireland where the local imple-
mentation teams were studied. Furthermore, data was gathered about the local change 
processes through interviews with local employees as well as global project team 
members who supported the local efforts.  

Finally, besides the global and the local project perspective, some CaseCo manag-
ers were interviewed that were not directly involved in the GPD/IT2 project teams, 
including the global head of reporting and the global head of training and learning who 
was in charge of the Culture Voyage program. They were chosen due to the high rele-
vance of the organizational culture and reporting activities for the GPD/IT2 change 
process as they constituted essential context conditions for the project and which, in-
deed, were themselves influenced and eventually altered through GPD/IT2 (Giddens, 
1984; Whittington, 1992).  

In summary it can be maintained that an extensive data collection process was a 
key element of this qualitative, inductive, constructionist case study. Research activi-
ties spanned a time period of fifteen months, collecting historical and in-vivo process 
and practice data of the GPD/IT2 change process over a time span of four years in ad-
dition to further context descriptions. Investigation methods included document analy-
sis, direct observations, interviews and feedback discussions on the global as well as 
the local level of CaseCo, and within all business processes of GPD/IT2, however 
concentrating on accessible, relevant and purposefully chosen instances within the 
transformation process. The longitudinal, multi-method case study endeavored to ob-
tain rich descriptions of CaseCo’s strategic change process and practices by including 
a large number of different perspectives and personal accounts of the overall changes 
as well as the specific change activities undertaken within various units of the organi-
zation. The intention was to form a comprehensive narrative and reconstruction of the 
GPD/IT2 change process based on a substantial amount of data and in order to facili-
tate a feasible data analysis procedure. The data analysis approach will be described in 
the next section. 
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5.2. Data analysis 
As mentioned before, the sequential manner of presenting data collection and 

analysis is not to imply that these processes were carried out as chronologically sepa-
rate exercises, one following after the other. Rather, it was the case that the processes 
were interwoven and that data analysis commenced while data gathering was still on-
going. This was done, on the one hand, so that the data collection process could re-
spond to and be adapted to the progress in comprehension and understanding about the 
GPD/IT2 change process and practices. On the other hand, as it was agreed upon by 
the research team that CaseCo would be provided with feedback and insights about 
their own change process at the end of the research project, the obtained data had to be 
sufficiently analyzed to provide CaseCo with intelligible comments to particular issues 
(Pettigrew, 1985b; Rynes et al., 2001). Furthermore, the data analysis method de-
manded a concurrent data collection and analysis approach. 

The objective of this research project was to uncover organizational practices that 
change participants engage in for enacting, constructing and advancing strategic 
change processes and to explain what role these change practices played in performing 
and establishing strategic change processes. The phenomenon under investigation in 
this explorative study was discursive organizational change practices that were to be 
identified, described and interpreted. The data analysis methods chosen to best aid in 
this endeavor, and consistent with the epistemological basis of the study, are 
‘grounded theory’ complemented by ‘narrative strategy’ (Langley, 1999). 

The structure of the data analysis chapter will be as follows. First the data analysis 
strategy and methodologies will be described. Secondly, the iterative process of data 
coding and theorizing will be illustrated.  

5.2.1. Data analysis strategy and methodology 

The main data analysis strategies employed in this empirical study were grounded 
theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Glaser, 1992; Strauss & Cor-
bin, 1998) complemented by narrative strategy (Pettigrew, 1985a; Miles & Huberman, 
1994; Langley, 1999; Patton, 2002). 

Glaser (1992: 16) defined grounded theory as “a general methodology of analysis 
linked with data collection that uses a systematically applied set of methods to gener-
ate an inductive theory about a substantive area.” It constitutes a methodology using a 
systematic set of procedures for organized collection, handling and analysis of qualita-
tive empirical data for theory development about the phenomenon under investigation. 
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“A grounded theory is one that is inductively derived from the study of the phenome-
non it represents. That is, it is discovered, developed, and provisionally verified 
through systematic data collection and analysis of data pertaining to that phenomenon” 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 23). Furthermore, a grounded theory should explain as well 
as describe, sometimes implicitly, and give some degree of predictability with respect 
to certain conditions (Corbin & Strauss, 1990).  

Since their initial discovery of grounded theory (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), Glaser 
and Strauss have taken somewhat different approaches to the methodology. Glaser’s 
(1978; 1992) strategy favors the selection of a very general area, organization or proc-
ess to study and to allow issues for investigation to emerge in the course of the re-
search process. The researcher is supposed to actively seek passive constraints in that 
he seeks to prevent and restrict his own impact on the data through minimizing his in-
fluence (Glaser, 1992). Locke (1996: 241) contends that “in this tradition the natural 
world is ‘out there’, and with an appropriate method executed with discipline and re-
straint, it will embed itself in theory. This portrayal of researchers… is consistent with 
the images of scientists working in the positivist tradition.”  

On the contrary, Strauss and Corbin (1990) propagate a more active approach for 
the identification and specification of the research issues and they expect the re-
searcher to predetermine the topic of inquiry prior to entering the research field. Fol-
lowing Strauss and Corbin (1990), the researcher should select a particular issue, such 
as strategic change processes, in advance of the empirical study, in order to focus data 
gathering around this theme. The researcher then interrogates (Locke, 1996) and inter-
prets the data in an attempt to build good complex theories by actively exposing the 
data to discovery (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Whereas Glaser (1978; 1992), who vitri-
olicly criticizes Strauss and Corbin’s (1990) amendments to grounded theory, would 
only resort to totally neutral questions to be posed when analyzing data such as ‘what 
category or what property of what categories does an incident indicate?’ (Glaser, 
1978), Strauss and Corbin (1990) encourage provocative and probing questions to be 
posed in the process of data analysis and they acknowledge the interpretational role of 
the researcher in breaking down and categorizing data. This approach is more consis-
tent with constructionist assumptions of a researcher who interprets the data and re-
constructs the phenomenon under investigation in an attempt of sensemaking and the-
ory building. “Building theory, by its very nature, implies interpreting data, for the 
data must be conceptualized and the concepts related to form a theoretical rendition of 
reality (a reality that cannot actually be known, but is always interpreted)” (Strauss & 
Corbin, 1990: 22) and, one might add, socially constructed. Consequently, I will resort 
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more to the approach suggested by Strauss and Corbin (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1990) for this empirical research. 

Based on the nature, objective and procedures of grounded theory it is a method-
ology very well suited for this inductive process study and in accord with the study’s 
focus on organizational change practices. Glaser (1978), and Strauss and Corbin 
(1990), actually assert the necessity of incorporating process into grounded theory 
studies and contend that “grounded theory questions also tend to be oriented toward 
action and process” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 38). Furthermore, Langley (1999: 700) 
maintains that grounded theory demands “a fairly large number of incidents that are 
richly described.” This would require the level of analysis to be more micro-level in 
nature than the overall change process, rather focusing on interaction and interrela-
tional practices of individuals and groups. “It is here that the strategy often appears at 
its most powerful” (Langley, 1999: 700). Also, this focus corresponds with the core of 
my study on discursive, interrelational change practices. The “method includes collect-
ing data about people’s actions, inactions and interactions” (Douglas, 2003: 49). With 
grounded theory one can “discover a theory, an abstract analytical schema of a phe-
nomenon that relates to a particular situation. This situation is one in which individuals 
interact, take actions, or engage in a process in response to a phenomenon. To study 
how people act, [enact] and react to this phenomenon” is the strength of grounded the-
ory (Creswell, 1998: 56).  

A complementary strategy to grounded theory is narrative strategy (Langley, 
1999), which has been suggested as particular useful for the organization and analysis 
of large quantities of qualitative data. In grounded theory, writing theoretical memos is 
an integral part of the methodology (Glaser, 1978; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). It is, 
therefore, quite appropriate, even required, to compose narrative vignettes (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994) or descriptive narratives (Langley, 1999) in the process of data 
analysis and grounded theory building. “A vignette is a focused description of a series 
of events taken to be representative, typical or emblematic in the case you are doing. It 
has a narrative, story-like structure that preserves chronological flow and that normally 
is limited to a brief time span, to one or a few actors, to a bounded space, or to all 
three” (Miles & Huberman, 1994: 81). The aim of narrative strategy is to provide the 
thick description and contextual detail necessary for processual change studies and to 
understand organizational phenomena by “providing ‘vicarious experience’ of a real 
setting in all its richness and complexity” (Langley, 1999: 695). Several narrative vi-
gnettes were composed in the process of data analysis and eventually used to provide a 
thick description of the research site and setting, the context of the strategic change 
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process (chapter 3), as well as to aid in the coding of data and elaboration of concepts 
and core categories. They were “involved in the formulation and revision of theory 
during the research process” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990: 10). 

Like with data collection methods, applying a variety of data analysis strategies 
offers several advantages. As Langley (1999) observed and as Weick (1979) explained 
by means of a clock (see Figure 67), a theory cannot be simple, accurate and able to be 
generalized at the same time (Thorngate, 1976). Each analysis strategy can potentially 
compensate for shortcomings of other analytic methodologies and add to the intelligi-
bility and comprehensibility of the findings, ultimately increasing the thoroughness of 
the theory development. Additionally, employing multiple data analysis strategies 
obliges the researcher to consider his data from a different angle and perspective, by 
approaching it with different means. This allows for other interpretations to emerge 
and helps to corroborate the theoretical arguments that best correspond with the data. 
The empirical sensemaking process is therefore placed on a wider, solid foundation. 
All things considered, this study would still be what Weick (1979) calls ‘two o’clock 
research’, being high on accuracy, moderate on generality and rather low on simplic-
ity.  

 

 

 

 

Figure 67: Theorizing tradeoffs 

(Weick, 1979) 

The iterative coding and analysis procedure of this change practice study will be 
illustrated in the next section. 

5.2.2. Data coding and analysis procedure  

Generally, the inductive development of grounded theory involves a series of 
structured steps. “It involves the systematic comparison of small units of data (inci-
dents) and the gradual construction of a system of categories that describe the phe-
nomena being observed” (Langley, 1999: 700). The categories could contain several 
subcategories, related dimensions and properties, which are gradually elaborated on 
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compared. The objective of the coding and analysis procedure is to systematically ar-
rive at core categories, which become the focal point for theory generation. 

Grounded theory is a very systematic and rigorous methodology that has been de-
fined in detail including certain procedures, cannons and components essential for 
conducting grounded theory research (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). Following this ap-
proach closely, I conducted a data coding and comparison procedure that advanced in 
multiple, iterative steps. The first data analysis exercise mainly concentrated on docu-
ments and initial interviews to understand and reconstruct the GPD/IT2 change proc-
ess, its organizational context and the historical developments that had let to the initia-
tion and execution of the project. As a result of this initial analysis, codes evolved that 
pertained to different context aspects, the various GPD/IT2 processes plus IT issues, 
different MOs, and the different GPD/IT2 teams. Furthermore, some narrative vi-
gnettes were composed about the organizational context and the chronological strate-
gic and project developments at CaseCo19. 

Another focus of the early analysis was the identification of issues pertinent for 
the development of the GPD/IT2 change process. These issues were used to identify 
important and critical topics as well as activities within the change process and, more-
over, constituted the foundation for the first feedback discussion with the GPD 
Board20. The issues were identified and classified around the change dimensions of 
process, context and content, and included topics such as historical context, business 
context, cultural context, the global business processes, aspects of the information sys-
tem of IT2, and the process organization, as well as the local implementation, the con-
tinuous improvement process, and the establishment of the process organization21. As 
these categories developed, I deliberately sought out data, through theoretical sam-
pling, that could enable corroboration and substantiation of the properties of the 
emerging categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). 

As the research process continued, every interview conducted was transcribed and 
the transcript double checked and reread, and the original recordings were listened to 
at least two times. All transcripts were read several times in the process of coding. Af-
ter the first coding procedure, which had mainly produced categories relevant for 
feedback to CaseCo, all transcripts were coded with an open coding approach for a 

                                              
19 These vignettes were also incorporated in articles presented at Academy of Management and Strategic Man-
agement Society conferences in 2005 and 2006. 
20 The first feedback discussion took place with the GPD Board on April 6, 2005. 
21 See also Appendix 13 for first evaluation dimensions. 



174  Research methodology 

second time; open coding refers to the interpretative process by which data are broken 
down analytically in an initial phase when researchers are forming their provisional 
categories. Data about events, activities or interactions are compared, and if they are 
conceptually similar they are grouped together to form categories and subcategories. 
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Strauss & Corbin, 1990) 

In this coding process, every transcript was openly coded with codes related to 
important issues of the GPD/IT2 change process, relevant content aspects, contextual 
and historical matters, and specifically significant change activities, meetings, events, 
teams or challenges. The codes emerged from the data and were assigned to individual 
statements or complete paragraphs in case they related to the same phenomenon. Mul-
tiple codes were assigned to the same quote, if applicable and necessary. In total, a list 
of 109 codes emerged from this coding exercise. As suggested in the literature  
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990), in a subsequent step, codes that represented similar concepts 
were grouped together into eleven preliminary categories that represented important 
issues and practices in the execution and for the performance of GPD/IT222. Each cate-
gory contained up to twelve sub-categories.  

Following this first open-coding process, and an evaluation of research notes from 
direct observations, additional narrative vignettes were composed about several 
“change cases”. These narrative change case vignettes were grouped into three classes 
that were constantly compared (Strauss & Corbin, 1990). The first one focused on the 
global perspective and teams of the GPD/IT2 initiative. It included activities, meet-
ings, groups, structures and objectives from the global perspective about the imple-
mentation and continuous improvement of GPD/IT2. The second group comprised the 
local market organization perspective. Vignettes focused on activities in their local 
implementation process, and on their contribution to global level meetings and con-
tinuous improvement activities of GPD/IT2. The final set concentrated on the global 
business process teams and captured their effort in establishing their process model 
and contributing to the overall change process. For each of these groups particularly 
relevant change practices were identified based on the interview codes and the re-
search notes.  

Given that there are always a number of discourses surrounding an event, each of-
fering an alternative view, each bringing with it different possibilities for action, it fol-
lowed that the data and information had to be interpreted and re-interpreted in an at-

                                              
22 See Appendix 14 for the tentative, preliminary set of categories of performance in strategic change processes 
that emerged from the data analysis procedure.  
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tempt to unveil the dominant or prevailing discourse. Different constructions of the 
world sustain different kinds of social action (Burr, 2003). Consequently, the data col-
lected was interpreted and evaluated again using different categories within a process 
frame of reference for appraisal. Constantly comparing the codes, categories and nar-
rative vignettes, further data collection through interviews, observations and document 
analysis followed. Also, using axial coding procedures (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; 
Strauss & Corbin, 1990) the core practice categories that emerged from the subsequent 
data analysis process were refined to seventeen change practices. These included ten 
practices on the global project level and seven practices on the local level. These prac-
tices had been observed during GPD/IT2-related activities of project teams and change 
participants such as GPD Board meetings, Process Weeks or SORs. Moreover, they 
were described by interview partners as the most pertinent to the execution of the 
change process or, at times, as missing from a successful completion of the changes. 

Once again the practices were described and several characteristics captured in 
narrative vignettes. These characteristics included involved actions, their focus, why 
they were relevant to the change process, how they contributed to the change, what a 
“good” practice looked like, who was involved in the practice, when these practices 
occurred in the change process, what was hindering the practice, and what kind of rela-
tions they had to other practices.  

The assessment should ultimately result in the identification of a small number of 
core categories, which serve as cornerstones of a coherent and grounded theory 
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990; Langley, 1999). Consequently, another exercise of axial cod-
ing was undertaken to code the interview transcripts with codes relating to these prac-
tice. In axial coding, categories are related to their subcategories and to other catego-
ries and the relationships are tested against the data  (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Strauss 
& Corbin, 1990). Moreover, the linkage between the practice categories was further 
evaluated by analyzing the percentage of “double coding”, that is, how often codes 
pertinent to one practice would be assigned to a quote together with a code of another 
practice. As a consequence of these comparisons several practice categories were 
combined resulting in a set of nine core change practices. 

To elaborate and refine these change practices three further steps were taken. 
Firstly, in a process of selective coding (Corbin & Strauss, 1990) each practice was 
further detailed. Therefore, all quotations coded to a change practice were coded again 
in an open coding process to further specify the practices with respect to their role, 
activities, involved people, and rational in the change process. Secondly, a narrative 
vignette was written for each practice to describe the situated activities and substance 
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of each of these practices. The resulting core practice categories eventually serve to 
tightly integrate all the theoretical concepts into a coherent tentative change practice 
framework firmly rooted (grounded) in the original empirical evidence (Langley, 
1999). “It needs to be remembered that it is not data themselves that develops concep-
tual categories and their properties and, importantly, the emergent substantive the-
ory―it is the theorization [and interpretation] of data and their phenomena that creates 
grounded theory. The theory is literally grounded in the data―but is not the data them-
selves” (Douglas, 2003: 47). The resulting repertoire of change practices will be de-
scribed in detail and with comprehensive illustrations in chapter 6. They will be dis-
cussed and theoretically grounded as well as assembled into a tentative framework of 
change practices (chapter 7). 

Corresponding to Thorngate’s (1976; see also Weick, 1979) characteristics of the-
ory, Langley (1999) classified grounded theory strategy and the results obtained as 
high in accuracy, low to moderate in simplicity, and low to moderate in generality.  

5.3. Meeting quality criteria for qualitative research 
In order to meet the proposed criteria of qualitative constructionist case study re-

search of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability (compare Table 
3) several activities were undertaken within the data collection and analysis process to 
provide a ‘trustworthy’ empirical contribution. As suggested by several authors 
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Denzin & Lincoln, 2000b; Nutt, 2003), appropriate activities 
to create credibility were undertaken, which involved a ‘prolonged engagement’, by 
spending fifteen months in close contact with the case study partner organization to 
learn about the culture, to build trust and to detect distortions. Moreover, several 
modes of ‘triangulation’ were used such as multiple and different sources of data, 
various methods of data collection, and a team of two or more investigators within 
which the research process and results were discussed. Additionally, ‘peer debriefing’ 
was drawn upon, taking the form of informal discussions with colleagues as well as 
more formal presentations and discussions of the research process at peer workshops 
and peer reviewed international conferences.23 Finally, ‘member checks’ were per-
formed with CaseCo in several ways. This included feedback discussions that revealed 
research findings and put them out for critique and discussion, and sending written 
versions of the re-construction, evaluation and interpretation of the case study and its 

                                              
23 This included presentations and discussions of the research process and its results at annual conferences of the 
Strategic Management Society, EURAM, and the Academy of Management. 
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results back to several CaseCo members for cross-check and refinement. Further, more 
informal ‘member checks’ were applied throughout the research process through for-
mal and informal discussions and interviews. 

In order to provide for transferability of the research results, a “thick description” 
of the research site and setting, and the GPD/IT2 change initiative has been provided 
(see chapter 4) which intends to offer sufficient detail of the change process and its 
context for the reader to abstract or apply the findings to other contexts. 

In order to establish dependability and consequently credibility, process and prod-
uct audits have been suggested (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; Nutt, 2003). Comparably, re-
views and examinations of the research process as well as of the data analysis process 
and the ensuing results have been undertaken by means of meetings and discussions 
with peers, the project manager and members of GPD/IT2, and professors guiding and 
overseeing the research effort.  

Finally, to ensure confirmability all raw data in the form of documents, recordings 
and notes were maintained, the research process and the results were continually dis-
cussed and checked with third parties, a reflexive journal was kept, and several trian-
gulation methods were employed. All of these activities were geared towards assuring 
a trustworthy, high quality research process and results that would meet the high ex-
pectations for the credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability of this 
study. These activities should also be adequate for meeting other relevant quality crite-
ria such as acceptability, plausibility, innovativeness, intelligibility and comprehensi-
bility (Sander et al., 2004). 

However, despite the great effort that was put into the execution of this study to 
achieve high quality and trustworthiness, the employed methodology is also subject to 
several limitations. Firstly, the research activities only began when the GPD/IT2 
change process was already underway. Therefore, its set-up and the initial stages could 
only be studied in retrospect through interviews and document analysis without being 
able to directly follow and observe it. Secondly, the study was limited in its duration 
due to resource constraints and hence could not follow the change process till its com-
pletion. However, the extended duration of fifteen months provided plentiful insights 
and information about the change and the precise definition of an end would be diffi-
cult for a situated change process (Orlikowski, 1996) in any case. Thirdly, any in-
depth qualitative study has to be limited in the extent of data collection. Certainly, 
there were additional people to be interviewed or meetings to be observed that might 
have been able to provide further interesting insights and interpretations of the going-
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ons of the change process. However, a decision had to be made as to when to conclude 
the research, once a satisfactorily ‘thick description’ of the change process and its con-
structing practices was obtained and could be re-constructed, risking to leave out other 
facets. Finally, different from the data collection process, the data coding and analysis 
process was carried out by only one researcher. This limited the possibility of further 
triangulation and corroboration of the obtained codes and interpretations. 

This list of possible limitations of the research method is by no means complete. 
But high prudence and due diligence was exerted in the most considerable way so as to 
reduce these limitations, meet high quality standards, and arrive at trustworthy results. 

5.4. Ethical considerations 
Besides judging the research process and results with respect to quality criteria 

and trustworthiness ethical considerations also needed to inform and guide the re-
search project, especially when dealing with a qualitative, constructionist approach and 
employing direct data collection methods such as interviews and observations (Miles 
& Huberman, 1994; Glesne, 1999; Patton, 2002). Many different ethical issues for 
qualitative research have been discussed in the literature, which differ in scope de-
pending on the cultural and epistemological background as well as the purpose of the 
research (Patton, 2002). 

Abiding by high ethical standards has been an underlying guiding principle of this 
research and several measures were taken to do so. Besides a general demeanor 
adopted to show respect, cultural sensitivity, fairness and being responsive to all study 
participants throughout the whole research engagement (Miles & Huberman, 1994), an 
important ethical issue to be observed is that of achieving informed consent (Miles & 
Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002) about the objectives and the procedures of the research 
process as well as the utilization of the obtained information. To achieve this, a re-
search agreement between the researchers and CaseCo, the case study partner, had 
been drafted at the beginning of the project that clearly explained the approach, proce-
dure and utilization of the study. Moreover, bi-monthly progress reports were prepared 
for the GPD/IT2 project manager who acted as main contact person for the research 
team and who disclosed all research activities and their objective. Also, the role of the 
researchers, the objective of the research and the usage of the information were ex-
posed honestly and openly to all participants of meetings being observed and all inter-
view partners. They participated in the interviews voluntarily and all gave their con-
sent to being interviewed and to the interviews being recorded. Only one interviewee 
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accepted the offer of having the interview transcript sent to him to provide comments. 
However, no additions or changes were requested. 

Another central ethical issue is that of reciprocity (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Pat-
ton, 2002). The research project was, from the start, initiated and set-up as a learning 
partnership, providing CaseCo with several opportunities to receive an outsider view 
of and feedback on their change process. Consequently, several feedback and results 
presentation sessions were conducted to jointly discuss the observations and conclu-
sions of the researchers. Furthermore, all research results have been shared with 
CaseCo. A third important theme to be considered throughout the research is that of 
confidentiality (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Patton, 2002). To preserve the confidential-
ity of individuals participating in the study, quotations are only used anonymously in 
this dissertation, stating only the function of the interviewee. That means that no 
names could be linked to any statement made and only the type of position is indicated 
for statements presented here. Herewith, the individual’s identity is concealed and 
their right to confidentiality preserved. In order to also meet the organizational confi-
dentiality requirements of CaseCo, all statements and information included in this 
study about CaseCo had been shared with the organization and read by several manag-
ers before it was released and used for publication. All requests for amendments were 
followed where it did not dilute or distort the content. In these cases, adjustments were 
made and authenticated with CaseCo again. Finally, all names and abbreviations that 
would identify the company have been removed from the thesis or altered to safeguard 
the confidentiality of CaseCo. The final version of the thesis has then been shared with 
CaseCo and has been approved for publication. 

With these activities, and the general awareness to do everything possible to act in 
due fairness, consent, honesty, integrity, sensitivity and competence, ethical considera-
tions were taken very seriously in the course of this research project and all measures 
were taken to meet high ethical and moral standards. 
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6. Results and discussion – the identification of Change Prac-
tices 
Which organizational practices enact and facilitate strategic change processes? 

And how do organizational actors’ engagement in those practices construct effective 
strategic change processes? In order to answer the reserarch questions posited earlier 
in this study, organizational activities, actions, behaviors, communication or in short 
practices, were the focus of this examination. Within this chapter I will provide a 
detailed description and discussion of the results of the study: a repertoire of change 
practices. These have been identified as the practices that served to enact, construct 
and advance the strategic change process of GPD/IT2. They include:  

1. Change process design       (chapter 6.1) 
2. Change process evaluation     (chapter 6.2) 
3. Coordination and experience sharing     (chapter 6.3) 
4. Objective refining and clarification     (chapter 6.5) 
5. Identity and community building     (chapter 6.6) 
6. Establishing new language      (chapter 6.7) 
7. Training and learning       (chapter 6.8) 
8. Establishing connectedness and relatability, and  (chapter 6.10) 
9.  (Re-)integration.       (chapter 6.11)  

These practices are clustered and will be presented in the following way. The first 
three change practices concentrate on drafting and crafting process aspects of change. 
Practices four through seven mainly target the interpretation and dissemination of con-
tent aspects of change processes, and the last two practices primarily focus on connect-
ing and embedding change within its context. The presentation of each cluster of 
change practices will be followed by a brief interim summary (chapters 6.4, 6.9, and 
6.12). 

The presentation and discussion of each practice will furthermore be structured in 
three parts. Firstly, the change practice will be illustrated through exemplary activities 
that took place in the GPD/IT2 change project. Therefore, illustrative examples will be 
given where the specific change practice could be observed. In each case the change 
practice, its interpretation and appraisal, and its effect on the advancement of the 
change process will be demonstrated. Secondly, based on these accounts, the substance 
and focus of the change practice will be refined and further specified. Finally, the prac-
tice will be discussed and grounded in existing literature.  
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Furthermore, each practice contains a dual focus. On the one hand the practices 
include a cognitive, reflective element that focuses on the deliberation and contempla-
tion of the practice, its set-up, execution and the like. On the other hand there is a per-
formative element inherent in each practice that deals with the actual execution and 
enactment of the practice. 

6.1. Change process design 
The practice of change process design comprises activities that deal with the de-

sign, planning and creation of a change process and its involved process steps. As 
mentioned previously, the meaning of process here will be understood as “a sequence 
of events or activities that describe how things change over time” (Van de Ven, 1992: 
170). Furthermore, process issues or aspects in this sense differentiate themselves from 
content or context issues as suggested by Pettigrew (1987) as they are mainly focused 
on the process dimension rather than the content or context dimension of change. Con-
sequently, the change process design practice comprises activities that mainly deal 
with the reflection and execution of activities concentrating on and dealing with plan-
ning, contemplation, implementation and execution of the change process. 

6.1.1. Case examples of the change process design practice 

The GPD/IT2 examples of the change process design practice discussed here 
comprise three general areas: (1) General change and implementation methodology, 
(2) Continuous business improvement process and (3) Linking “Culture Voyage” and 
GPD/IT2. 

6.1.1.1. General change and implementation methodology  

The first aspect of carrying out the overall implementation methodology was the 
execution of the local marketing organization implementations. This was based on the 
“Mission 3C” strategy CaseCo had developed, the objective of and purpose for 
GPD/IT2 at the very beginning of the project. The global objective of “creating cus-
tomer value and sustainable profitable growth by implementing globally consistent 
processes and data with an integrated ERM system” (see Figure 28) was soon detailed 
with best practice descriptions of all GPD/IT2 processes, which were integrated into 
the IT2 system. In order to reach corporate wide operational excellence and to accom-
plish improvements in productivity, GPD/IT2 needed to be implemented and executed 
in the CaseCo market organizations. This roll-out and implementation progression 
constituted a significant aspect of the GPD/IT2 changes.  
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Consequently, studying the execution of the local implementation methodology 
was a key part in carrying out the research. As described in chapter 5.1, the researchers 
personally followed different parts of the local implementations in MOs Italy, France 
and GB/Ireland, retrospectively studied the implementation of MOs Germany, Austria 
and Benelux and obtained information on the realization of the methodology in MOs 
Switzerland, Sweden/Denmark, Japan, Spain and CNA. 

With the exception of small adaptations these implementations all followed the 
same methodology (see chapter 4.3.1.6): 

“There is a project approach for every implementation … [it begins with] 
a Site Operational Review where we go [into the MO] and mirror [the new 
processes and system to the existing ones]. Then there is the Site Readi-
ness Review to check whether we can go ahead and whether the marketing 
organization is ready for the next step. Then the system including the 
process definitions will be introduced and implemented. Afterwards there 
will be an Intensive Care Phase for a certain time.” (GPM) 

The great uniformity of this implementation method throughout the course of the 
GPD/IT2 roll-out, its central role in the overall change initiative as well as its apparent 
effectiveness lead us to further investigate this methodology.  

“I think the challenge is then taking that [the new processes] back to the 
organizations and making it something tangible and in many cases it 
doesn’t become tangible until we get into the implementation cycle be-
cause we really have to think about, how are we going to do this.” (GPM) 

The local implementations and fast roll-out of GPD/IT2 in the market organiza-
tions constituted one of the main priorities of the change initiative and consequently 
received very high attention. Accordingly, the implementation method and the in-
volved practices had been well-planned, outlined and executed. An internal report, 
prepared by the corporate audit department, affirmed the detailed outline of the im-
plementation methodology already at the end of 2001: “Detailed project management 
plans show milestones, deliverables, tasks to be performed to achieve milestones and 
deliverables, resources allocated to task, duration of task and timeframe within which 
the tasks are to be completed.  There is a master plan and detailed project management 
plans for the realization phase” (GPD/IT2 review report). When asked for the success 
criteria of the local implementations, one aspect that came up on multiple occasions 
was the meticulous planning and execution of this methodology. That aspect was 
stressed by global as well as local project team members. 

“It’s the project function, it is the planning function. First plan, decide, 
execute, control. The classical management cycle in a project. … we have 
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a standard method. We have structured and standardized as much as we 
could.” (GPD/IT2 rollout manager) 

Looking at the origins of this rigorous implementation methodology it became ap-
parent that it was the result of a strong focus on the development of this methodology 
within the initial project set-up phase. Besides defining and elaborating the GPD/IT2 
processes, data and system, the content aspects of the change initiative, the implemen-
tation methodology and change management approach, the process aspects were the 
second main center of attention. Consequently, many people were involved and many 
activities concentrated on considering, planning, designing and documenting the ac-
tivities involved in the local implementations such as identifying local requirements, 
local user trainings or local system testing, and ultimately establishing the implementa-
tion method. Each phase and each step of this methodology was planned and described 
in detail as one GPM explained. 

“[After the SOR] the next step in this [Site Preparation Phase] with the 
business fit workshop is to take the subjects into detail and say, okay, what 
is your business strategy? What is your pricing strategy? And how do we 
bring this together? Your strategy, how can we support that? And how 
does this fit in to where we are moving globally? So the next step is a more 
detailed version of the SOR to take probably four or five key topics from 
the Site Operational Review and then hold the workshops on some more 
specific subjects.” (GPM) 

Ever since the initial development of the implementation method, at the outset of 
the GPD/IT2 initiative, the general approach had basically remained unchanged. Small 
adaptations to the procedures were reported to be made based on the size of the MO, 
and to incorporate experiences generated in the course of the roll-out.  

“In Italy and Spain the roll-out works very, very well because there we 
have incorporated the learnings for example that we lead the difficult dis-
cussions at the beginning.” (GPO) 

These experiences were the result of coordinated experience exchange meetings 
mostly organized by the GPD/IT2 rollout manager. He was the responsible superior of 
the global implementation managers of all European projects and coordinated the 
communication between these managers. He collected the experiences from the vari-
ous projects and distributed them to the other implementation managers. Based on 
these insights the implementation method was fine-tuned where necessary (GPD/IT2 
rollout manager). One of the adjustments was the discontinuation of a second SOR 
which initially was conducted before the Site Requirement Definition Phase (see 
Figure 44). Overall the implementation methodology was perceived by many project 
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members as a very successful part of GPD/IT2 and was praised by several team mem-
bers: 

“We are very satisfied with the implementation methodology. That works.” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 
“At the moment we are incredibly efficient with the implementations. That 
works relatively well. That works!...We really have the method, the [im-
plementation] activities, we have that under control now. … We have a 
perfect plan with respect to miles stone setting, we have a perfect plan 
with respect to migration, we have a perfect plan with respect to trainings. 
[All] that has a change management dimension.” (GPD/IT2 rollout man-
ager) 

The GPD/IT2 rollout manager who could compare many different local imple-
mentations, due to his position, explained how the success of the method was per-
ceived with the example of specific MOs and how this success could be explained. 

“Switzerland was a highly efficient project with respect to the project exe-
cution .It was very efficient with respect to how we implemented things. So 
with respect to the support that we need now, it is very little. That means 
that the implementation was very effective. … Sweden/Denmark went 
really well from the overall effect. In between it hobbled a bit in the intro-
duction of the supply chain but with respect to the implementation it 
worked very well. It also needs very little support now.… It is always the 
same, mind-set is one topic, and execution of the implementation method-
ology according to our regulations. The more you stick to it, the higher the 
probability that it will work.” (GPD/IT2 rollout manager) 

As it had proven successful in so many implementations, the approach was fol-
lowed quite strictly and was mandated for all market organizations (with the excep-
tions of very small MOs who realized GPD/IT2 in a “plug-and-play” approach). 

“[The MOs] have a very detailed milestone plan. They cannot change it at 
will. They can decide the details, whether they want to do something on a 
Saturday or Sunday but in principle the framework is given.” (GPD/IT2 
rollout manager) 

Accordingly, this was seen as a critical success factor for the roll-out and imple-
mentation of GPD/IT2. One GPO commented on the reasons for success: 

“…a serious and continuous retention of the implementation method that 
CaseCo had developed and promoted together with SAP and not to deviate 
from that. So preserve our SORs and SR 1 and 2 and so forth to the very 
end and to test. We see it over and over again. When we don’t retain the 
method it gets much more difficult for us.” (GPO) 
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And the project methodology was not only perceived positively by global project 
members but also from the local MO teams. One local project manager praised the 
approach: 

“I don’t only speak of the system but also of the methodology. We get it 
delivered from corporate and only need to roll it out here.” (Local 
GPD/IT2 project manager and member of MO executive board) 

Condensing these observations and interview remarks leaves the impression that 
the successful, and thoroughly mapped out, implementation methodology had a sig-
nificant influence on the effectiveness of the change process of GPD/IT2. In the course 
of the research the question arose as to what had lead to this successful implementation 
approach. 

Having defined and agreed on the purpose of GPD/IT2, and having established a 
common project vision at the outset of the initiative, the main requirement of the 
change process was identified as its execution. How could the CaseCo organization be 
changed, GPD/IT2 rolled out globally and the GPD/IT2 processes be implemented 
corporate wide in a conforming way? 

“We do need a roll-out process.” (CBE) 
 “It’s change management. How do I arrive at this changed mind-set?” 
(GPO) 
“And you don’t only need a vision but also a game-plan how we will reach 
this vision.” (GPO) 

Having established the overall objective of GPD/IT2 in 2000 and 2001, the chal-
lenge shifted from defining the content of the project to designing the process of 
change, the actual execution of the transition and change management activities. What 
kinds of practices were needed to accomplish the change process? How could the 
changes be realized? How could GPD/IT2 be rolled out in all market organizations? 
These process considerations about the implementation activities planned and carried 
out became the focus of the GPD/IT2 project team in 2001, and remained in focus for 
continuously fine-tuning and improving the methodology. 

Reflections on the activities involved in the implementation process and the sub-
sequent thorough consideration, crafting, design and outline of the implementation 
methodology could be considered part of the practice of change process design. A HR 
manager summarized the focus of these activities as follows: 

“Even the best strategy needs to be implemented. At first it has to be de-
veloped and secondly it needs to be implemented. … You can see in our 
‘HR Guideline’ two dimensions that aim in that direction: “knowing what 



186  Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 

needs to be done” which is nothing else than the knowledge and the ability 
to develop a strategy, a concept but also to get a concept into the first 
phases of implementation. … But it also includes the “knowing what needs 
to be done” in the sense of implementation. And that’s where “getting 
things done” comes into the picture, meaning strategy implementation. … 
That’s why you can see in our culture topics like “disciplined action”. … 
How do I assure that I focus on the right issues or that I invest my energy 
in the right issues? And what does that mean in the sense of “to do” and 
more important “stop doing”. Now you can see when we don’t have that, 
this discipline, we will have a lot of trouble implementing this strategy.” 
(GPO) 

Change process design activities could also be observed during other phases of the 
GPD/IT2 change process. One of these examples is the overall prioritization of change 
activities on the global project level. From a global perspective the overall GPD/IT2 
changes were comprised of three general elements or foci with different priorities. The 
first one was the kernel build up and functionality development. Initially, the kernel 
build up focused on the first definition and establishment of the IT2 system. In the 
course of the project, the kernel development was then undertaken in version releases 
(IT2.x) incorporating new functionality that took place every six months. The second 
main element of the overall change process was the global roll-out of GPD/IT2 and the 
implementations in the local market organizations. The third aspect was the support of 
MOs that were live and running on the new system. These three aspects constituted the 
overall building blocks of the GPD/IT2 change process. As the GPD/IT2 rollout man-
ger explained, initially all effort was put into developing the kernel, and no roll-out 
was done at that time and no support was needed. Subsequently, the roll-out of 
GPD/IT2 commenced, tying up much of the resources previously engaged in the ker-
nel development. Once the first local implementations had been concluded, some ef-
fort was put into the support functions and a strong focus continued to be placed on the 
roll-out further reducing the resources available for kernel development (see Figure 
68).  

These three elements changed priority as the change was unfolding. Initially, the 
development of the BPs and system functionality had the highest priority. Subse-
quently, the roll-out became the highest priority and later on, when more MOs had 
gone live with GPD/IT2, the support of these organizations became top priority. This 
change in priority, though, was a lengthy process and involved many discussions in 
different teams like the GPD Board or the Coordination Team. Still, varying percep-
tions of priorities sometimes remained, which also depended on different time-frames 
and project phases. 
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“Second priority is fast roll-out because we say it is important for us―and 
I think also for the success of the project it is important―to have everyone 
on the system. … [but] in the long run from a business excellence point of 
view the most important topic is the living of an effective process organi-
zation, which is currently priority three. Looking ahead, business im-
provement for me is the most important aspect.” (CBE) 
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Figure 68: Schematic display of changing GPD/IT2 priorities 

(Source: own display based on interviews) 

The rollout manager remarked: 

“So you can ask the question what is more important, to develop new 
things or to implement what we have? I am more the implementer. I say, 
the best concepts don’t help anything if they don’t get implemented. Only 
because of the implementation we have the chance that we generate the 
value, the pay-back. All the time we add new concepts. That’s good for 
PowerPoint, good for the system but the organization does not profit from 
it. Basically, you need to implement, convert, change things and then gen-
erate the pay-back.” (GPD/IT2 rollout manager) 

The changes in priorities, effort and resources employed within each of these 
global change aspects was an important aspect within the global change process design 
that required contemplation, decision taking and execution on an on-going basis.  

“We decided at the beginning of 2004 that the new priorities will be first 
support, second implementation and third new functionality.” (GPD/IT2 
project manager) 

These considerations of the change process were an important responsibility of the 
global GPD/IT2 project team. They were assumed by the Coordination Team and the 
GPD Board, who discussed and established process priorities frequently.  

“We have a Coordination Team meeting… and there we can discuss who 
will do what, where are the priorities. And if we don’t reach agreement 
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there we have the GPD Board. And we could escalate things there because 
eventually it is always about limited resources that are reason for dispute. 
What has the highest priority?” (GPO) 

Furthermore, these discussions and information were shared with CaseCo’s execu-
tive management group (EMG) who also engaged in activities of further designing and 
fine-tuning the change process.  

“So that does require some discussions and hence the timing is optimal 
with this GPD day [of the EMG] … because we need to take the right de-
cisions for the next phase. And that certainly requires a discussion. So I 
can see that we tackle this phase correctly, that is the challenge, and that 
will also be influenced how well this change will be adopted and will be 
accepted. … And that’s why we have these GPD/IT2 days. We will have 
one day again in June with the EMG which we will spend entirely for this 
topic in order to inform about the scope but also have a discussion again 
concerning how will we proceed? What will be the next steps?” (GPO) 

These reflections and discussions on process priorities within the Coordination 
Team, the GPD Board and the EMG (later EMT) were major activities that advanced 
the general development of GPD/IT2. 

As these examples of designing, planning and executing the local MO implemen-
tation methodology and the prioritization of the overall change initiative elements il-
lustrate, considering the process aspects of the GPD/IT2 changes were an important 
element in its advancement and enactment. 

Another feature of GPD/IT2, where change process design activities could be ob-
served, was the business improvement process. Besides the implementation of the ini-
tially developed GPD/IT2 processes and system, their continuous development and 
improvement was an integral part of the project. Activities undertaken for GPD/IT2 
business improvement will be illustrated in the next section. 

6.1.1.2. Continuous business improvement process  

A common metaphor used for GPD/IT2 within CaseCo was that of a Ferrari. The 
GPD/IT2 processes and system were seen as a Ferrari for CaseCo that so far had been 
driving a “2CV” (CBE) or a “Trabant” (GPO). Now CaseCo needed to learn how to 
drive and handle the Ferrari at full speed on the Autobahn (CBE). The practical chal-
lenge was described as: 

“we need to persuade them… we cannot simply say tomorrow you will do 
this, we need to sell it to them… and they have to buy into it… and then we 
define actions with them that we then need to execute.” (GPO) 
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The need to consider the activities necessary to learn how to “drive the Ferrari” 
and hence enact the business improvement process of GPD/IT2 had been realized and 
acknowledged by the GPD/IT2 change team members. According to GPD/IT2 team 
members’ interview statements, the objective was to get to “know what needs to be 
done” in the change process, define “how” the change process could be improved, and 
then execute necessary “disciplined actions”.  

In contrast to the local implementations and the overall prioritization of GPD/IT2 
the continuous improvement process had received far less consideration with respect 
to its execution at the outset of the project. This process and its activities had not been 
defined in detail as the other GPD/IT2 change activities had, with the exception of the 
IT system-related improvement/update procedures. As described before, these were to 
be carried out through the submission of remedy tickets or CRTs and a bi-annual IT2.x 
release procedure. 

As time progressed and GPD/IT2 advanced the need for a further refined business 
improvement process surfaced. The discussions about the specification of this process 
were mainly lead by the department of corporate business excellence (CBE). The head 
of the CBE department furthermore carried these discussions into the GPD Board and 
the Coordination Team where they were shared with the wider GPD/IT2 project com-
munity. The components of the improvement process and hence the topics of these 
discussions particularly included (1) the performance management and measurement 
process, (2) the Expert Meetings as learning and exchange platforms for the individual 
GPD/IT2 processes, and (3) process reviews and audits. These were complemented in 
2004 with a refinement of the ‘Time to Solution’ (TTS) change request management 
(CRT) procedure which was, however, administered by the IT department (see Figure 
69). 

Activities and discussions on the performance management concept primarily fo-
cused on the general concept of reporting, including the required reports as well as the 
technical on-line realization of the reports such as the business warehouse (BW). 
Based on the KPIs and performance drivers defined for each business process, the re-
porting concept was to be harmonized and standardized for each MO as well as inte-
grated into the overall reporting approach of CaseCo. 

Secondly, the establishment of local Expert Meetings or Process Weeks for each 
GPD/IT2 process was a key component in the business improvement process. It was 
generally agreed upon to institute these meetings for each BP as their usefulness was 
regularly acknowledged. The specific planning, set-up and execution, however, were 



190  Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 

left to the discretion of each process team. By the end of 2004 every process team had 
initiated a meeting cycle with the Local Process Experts and/or managers but as the 
planning and execution of these meetings lay in the responsibility of the individual 
teams they varied considerably as emphasized by the labels used (Expert Meeting, 
Process Week, MO week). The Expert Meeting of CaseCo’s most important business 
process of Marketing and Sales will be described in more detail here. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Figure 69: Time to Solution process of the change request management as of end 2004 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

The Marketing and Sales process relied heavily on Expert Meetings to resolve 
problems, to continuously improve the Marketing and Sales process, and to support the 
changes necessary in the market organizations. Therefore, the meetings were seen as 
an important activity within the change process, as a quote from a GPM illustrates. 

“We have to intensify this [Expert Meetings], not only two days and not 
only one meeting and then nothing anymore. We have to follow it up. We 
also need to get more top management involved. And the idea of the future 
is that we have these more, these Local Process Expert meetings where we 
can discuss issues and we make proposals and these proposals can then go 
to the Marketing and Sales Summit.” (GPM) 

The Marketing and Sales process at CaseCo was by nature not as much driven by 
transactions as other processes such as the Supply Chain Management or the Finance 
process. It was the process that depended most on the local situation, required local 
adaptations and, hence, it used to be one of the least standardized business processes at 
CaseCo. These circumstances lead the global GPD/IT2 Marketing and Sales team to 
realize that change management activities and excellent coaching were required in or-
der to roll-out a common best practice Marketing and Sales process globally and im-
plement it corporate wide. The Expert Meetings provided the platform for this en-
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deavor. The challenge of balancing discussions on content topics with change man-
agement and process considerations was identified early on. 

“We are very strong and we concentrate very much on content. … Every-
body wants to make a contribution but when it comes to the topic of 
change management … we are still in its infancy.” (GPO) 

Consequently, the global M&S team enacted these change management and proc-
ess design activities on two levels. Firstly, the team itself spent a lot of time planning, 
designing and carrying out discussions and workshops that would facilitate the change 
process. Secondly, the team provided many opportunities to all Expert Meeting par-
ticipants to reflect on, plan, devise and plot further activities that would be potentially 
beneficial in the overall change process. The main objective of the meetings was to 
create a joint commitment, as a means of developing and charting the way forward to 
achieve the desired changes in the Marketing and Sales area. 

“The MOs that were already live were left behind. We didn’t have time 
anymore. We couldn’t support them anymore, extremely phrased. And the 
complete focus was on the roll-outs. So, that is over now. Consequently, it 
is about working with the community now, having the right contact person, 
getting their competence on the same level and also having a process with 
which we can take up new issues, where we can deal with them efficiently 
and arrive at a decision, where we can build trust and where we can cre-
ate some impact.” (GPO) 

The execution of several of these activities could be observed during the Market-
ing and Sales Expert Meeting 11/2005. The global M&S team had linked the content 
of the Marketing and Sales process with the dramaturgy of its change process. The 
Expert Meetings, which were initiated in the Marketing and Sales area in 2005, were 
to focus on the four building blocks of the Marketing and Sales process: customer 
master data quality, correct customer potential and fact base, structured pricing, and 
potential-based sales force steering (see Figure 70). These steps defined the roadmap 
of the Marketing and Sales changes. 

 

 

 

Figure 70: Marketing and Sales building blocks 

(Source: Marketing and Sales process documentation) 

Structured around these four building blocks, the Expert Meeting discussions fo-
cused on the activities that were necessary to implement and achieve these building 

1) Get the fundamentals right: High quality of Customer Master Data
2) Correct Customer Potential in the system
3) Fully exploit the potential of GPD/IT2: Setup Structured Pricing procedure
4) Create breakthrough in productivity: Install Potential based MCS Steering
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blocks within the MOs’ Marketing and Sales process. They were to provide the steps 
and means to achieve higher M&S productivity, the ultimate goal of the Marketing and 
Sales process. The process experts did not only discuss the content of the process vi-
sion, but strongly focused on how to get there. 

“There were lively discussions where we really went into the details, not 
only high-level PowerPoint but really: What were the difficulties in the 
execution? How did you approach that topic? And so on and so forth and 
that was really positive.” (GPO) 

These process-focused discussions mainly took place in the form of small group 
break-out sessions which outlined activities and ways of reaching the four building 
blocks and hence improving Marketing and Sales productivity. The results of these 
break-out sessions were then reported back to the complete Expert Meeting group and 
captured for further reference and distribution in the meeting minutes. These also in-
cluded deadlines and responsibilities for next steps to be taken by individuals in the 
MOs, in the global team as well as by the team of the Expert Meeting itself. Another 
focus on those process issues was emphasized through the formation of sub-teams 
which were charged with suggesting ways of achieving and improving upon the four 
building blocks. The “data quality process team” represented one example of these 
teams.  

Within the Expert Meetings there was a strong focus on process issues, methods 
and activities, and on change management requirements. Discussions concentrated on 
how the Marketing and Sales people in charge wanted to go about “doing something 
differently” and achieving “behavioral change”, namely, by approaching the four 
building blocks step by step.  

“Now we have a road-map and that is our development strategy.” (GPO) 
Within the M&S Expert Meetings the progression through the building blocks was 

then further detailed and designed. The role of the global M&S team was seen as sup-
porting this step-by-step process with change management activities. 

The constant concern with activities necessary to arrive at the GPD/IT2 Marketing 
and Sales objectives, to continuously improve and develop the Marketing and Sales 
process, and to combine the content perspective with the process perspective also were 
reflected in the second big M&S meeting cycle, the Marketing and Sales Summit. The 
Summits were the Marketing and Sales’ meeting platform with the Local Process 
Managers which, in the case of Marketing and Sales, were the general managers of the 
MOs. The design and focus of the Summits was described by a GPO: 
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“This time we have two big topics on the agenda. One is TS mobile and 
the other is a follow up to our strategy meeting. And this will mostly be 
about our road map and the building blocks to Marketing and Sales pro-
ductivity. How do I get the productivity from our processes at the end of 
the day? … and the idea is that every GM says, for which building block 
do I have best practices and why and what do I do there exactly. And for 
which topic do I have most open questions and could use some input from 
colleagues? … Previously we had arranged the meeting days around pre-
senting processes, functionalities, specifications, let them do a prototype in 
the system. We presented and the GMs said whether it was okay or not. 
And we have passed this phase. Now it is about transforming the meeting 
into a learning platform.” (GPO) 

As can be seen from this quote, the M&S change process was designed to include 
the Summits as important element, and the Summits were designed and executed to 
play an important role in advancing the changes.  

Finally, besides Expert Meetings, business process audits (BPA) were another ma-
jor component in the design of the business improvement process.  

“In 2004 we have conducted two pilots in Austria and Benelux on how to 
execute business improvement reviews differently and more effectively in 
the future.” (CBE) 

The first considerations for these audits dated back to about February 2004 when a 
project approach for the pilot reviews was drafted, communicated and coordinated 
with key stakeholders. The two pilot business improvement or MO reviews, which 
were predecessors to the BPA, were conducted in order to test and improve the meth-
odological approach and, of course, also to provide review information to the two pilot 
MOs of Austria and Benelux. They had been chosen as pilot sites as they had also 
been the first ones to implement GPD/IT2. The drafting of the pilot method, the actual 
execution of the on-site reviews as well as the reporting of the results lasted for about 
six months (see Figure 71) and culminated in a full-day GPD Board meeting in Janu-
ary 2005, which was dedicated exclusively to discussing the Austrian and Benelux 
review results as well as the process and method used.  

Based on these discussions and the experiences with the pilot reviews, detailed 
concepts for the BPA were designed in 2005 by CBE in cooperation with the internal 
audit department. Also, based on the experiences with Benelux and Austria, high ex-
pectations for an effective improvement process were connected to the design of these 
reviews. A CBE manager commented on the positive effects of the reviews: 

“With the business improvement reviews … we see that the local organiza-
tion wants the global guys to come in and they see that when they are 
there, they really help in using the system and improve the processes and 
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achieve better results. These are processes that slowly start to get going 
and where we also see the benefits.” (CBE) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 71: Pilot review project plan MO Austria 

(Source: GPD Board presentation) 

In summary it can be maintained that the Expert Meetings and the process au-
dits/reviews constituted important activities within the business improvement process. 
Their deliberation, design and execution helped to enact and advance the continuous 
development of the GPD/IT2 business processes as well as the effective employment 
of GPD/IT2 in the MOs. 

6.1.1.3. Linking “Culture Voyage” and GPD/IT2  

Apart from the examples described above, where explicit consideration was given 
to the design of the change process, there were several more occasions identified dur-
ing the research when similar practices occurred and supported the development of the 
change process. However, these process design considerations were neglected some-
times when it might have been helpful to the overall change process. One example, 
where a stronger process consideration did not take place but was perceived as poten-
tially supportive to the enactment of the change, was the association of “Culture Voy-
age” with GPD/IT2.  

The “Culture Voyage“ team camps were aimed at adapting and fostering a strong 
corporate culture and establishing CaseCo’s four core values of integrity, courage, 
teamwork and commitment. As the global head of HR asserted, the objective of creat-
ing a strong corporate culture was seen as leverage to higher employee satisfaction and 
consequently higher customer satisfaction resulting in better business results, which 
was the aim of GPD/IT2. 

“We have noted over the years that organizations with a high employee 
satisfaction―and we know that is strongly influenced by the culture, the 
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culture of leadership―where the employee satisfaction is high also the 
customer satisfaction is high and also … the business results.” (GPO) 

So CaseCo had both, the immense strategic change initiative of GPD/IT2 under-
way, requiring change on all levels of the organization, while at the same time a sub-
stantial culture training program aimed at strengthening “Culture Voyage” and provid-
ing the means for building a positive attitude towards change. Consequently, the ques-
tion arose during the research of whether those two initiatives had been linked in order 
to assist each other and especially in order to utilize the team camps towards mobiliz-
ing the organization for the GPD/IT2 changes. Of the GPD/IT2 global team members 
who had already participated in team camp one confirmed that “Culture Voyage” 
could provide a beneficial leverage for GPD/IT2: 

“Yes, it is a great leverage. Our cultural realities, our employee develop-
ment, that all fits to it [GPD/IT2]; taking self responsibility in the process 
teams…. I think Culture Voyage emphasizes that again.” (GPO) 

Also, the head of global training and learning, responsible for “Culture Voyage”, 
commented on a potential linkage between those two initiatives: 

“How much can Culture Voyage help the change of moving CaseCo to-
wards a process organization? Obviously if you look at the details of this 
team camp, you will see quite a lot of elements related to change manage-
ment, change as an individual, change as a team, change as an organiza-
tion and there are different models from here. … The team camp is creat-
ing the environment, the awareness and the start of a team agreeing on 
some actions and that’s the start [of the change process]…. Now finally to 
your question: do we have a specific initiative to accompany the 
[GPD/IT2] change? No. Does Culture Voyage help? Yes. Nevertheless, 
again it is in the disciplined action that the leaders will make the differ-
ence when they introduce such a change.” (Global training and learning) 

He went on to point out that certainly the need of accompanying local change 
management initiatives had been demonstrated, in addition to introducing new system 
functionality. As the timing and the time constraints posed a considerable challenge to 
the roll-out, the linkage between GPD/IT2 and “Culture Voyage” team camps had so 
far been only “very situational”. When asked whether anyone had used the team camps 
as a means to help implement GPD/IT2 he recalled that “one or two guys started to 
think about that” (head of global training and learning). But he also had people ap-
proach him saying they didn’t want to carry out “Culture Voyage” team camps until 
they had fully implemented GPD/IT2.  

“Did we come up with a solution at the top level? Did we say Culture 
Voyage is certainly a change management means to support GPD/IT2? 
We did not clearly answer that.” (Global training and learning) 
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The question about a possible linkage between the two initiatives had triggered 
some consideration even during the interview with a manager of global training and 
learning. 

“Could be, could be. You could look at finding ways to integrate both of 
them more. That is for sure. That is why I told you I had … long discus-
sions about how should we implement Culture Voyage. When should it be? 
What is an ideal timing, etc? And they are good discussion, because I do 
believe that when you think about that initiative, that can be the frame for 
leading big change in the organization...And there are some links that you 
can easily create when you do, for example, what we call the brutal-facts-
session…. But it is a good point your question. The link back to GPD/IT2 
because I don’t remember that we discussed it in these terms, in detail, it’s 
more kind of a parallel approach. There are some elements, some integra-
tion, but it was not thought as Culture Voyage certainly is a fabulous sup-
port at the end to introduce GPDIT2…. Maybe something to explore…” 
(Global training and learning) 

In order to explore this neglected linkage and obtain further opinions about it, 
members of the global GPD/IT2 team were asked about the possible potential of con-
necting GPD/IT2 and “Culture Voyage” team camps to support the changes process. 
For example, the GPD/IT2 rollout manager commented: 

“I have heard of it [Culture Voyage], I read about it but I have not par-
ticipated yet.” (GPD/IT2 rollout manager) 

And when asked about a possible linkage he reflected: 

“Interesting! Interesting question. Nobody has ever brought up that ques-
tion. It is an interesting question. I don’t know but I could imagine that it 
belongs together. Isn’t being done, and as I said, it’s an interesting ques-
tion because it really belongs together. … No one has made the connection 
yet, so far. It [GPD/IT2] has been seen as a project and the change man-
agement dimension in the project has been put aside a bit.” (GPD/IT2 
rollout manager) 

Apparently the potential benefit of “Culture Voyage” team camps for supporting 
the roll-out of GPD/IT2 was widely accepted. A GPO summarized: 

“It [GPD/IT2] needs a lot of openness. It needs willingness to change and 
I think we are on the right track with Culture Voyage in that respect. I 
think the initiatives process organization GPD/IT2 and Culture Voyage, 
those two in parallel that makes sense. Now you could ask yourself, look-
ing at it from retrospect, should we have started with [Culture] Voyage 
one year or two earlier in order to build a better foundation? We could 
ask ourselves that in retrospect. But today I see that [Culture] Voyage 
goes in the right direction.” (GPO) 
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Nevertheless, an explicit linkage between the two programs had not been made. 
This fact could also be observed in the way that “Culture Voyage” was rolled out and 
the team camps executed. Each CaseCo employee was supposed to participate in “Cul-
ture Voyage” team camps within their primary work teams. And despite the significant 
process focus introduced and encouraged through GPD/IT2, the execution of these 
team camps took place within functional teams rather than within the process teams. 

“That [the team camps] is being executed rather according to the func-
tional organization but totally disconnected from, let’s say, from the proc-
ess organization.” (GPO) 

Even by the end of this research project there had not been, for example, a team 
camp carried out or scheduled to take place for the group of GPOs who were, in fact, 
the principal managers of the process organization and worked closely together in the 
Coordination Team and the GPD Board. Even though the need for a close coordination 
and cooperation of that group had been widely recognized it was still often cited as 
underdeveloped. 

“There is not enough … cross-process consideration of the whole of 
GPD.” (GPO) 
 “It is especially about orchestrating across processes. That is an aspect 
that has been neglected so far.” (GPO) 
“But everything that is cross-process goes wrong in my perception. Or if 
they don’t go wrong than they go well just by chance.” (GPO) 

Only where the functional and the process teams were more or less identical, 
“Culture Voyage” team camp one was scheduled to take place and expected to yield 
positive results to the change process. Examples include the global Marketing and 
Sales team, where the team camp one was scheduled to take place in December 2005, 
or the global Supply Chain Management team,  also scheduled for the end of 2005. 

Another aspect of the missing explicit linkage between GPD/IT2 and “Culture 
Voyage” team camps was the local roll-out schedule for “Culture Voyage”. It was not 
aligned and harmonized with the roll-out of GPD/IT2 so that the team camps could 
have supported GPD/IT2 as a change management activity. Where the local introduc-
tion of the two programs did concur, it was a coincidence as shown with the example 
of the Italian marketing organization. Several months after the start of the local im-
plementation of GPD/IT2, the general management team of the MO was supposed to 
participate in the first team camp. But when asked whether there was any planned and 
explicit linkage between the two programs, the general manager of the MO denied any 
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knowledge about it and maintained that, to the best of his knowledge, this concurrence 
was coincidental.  

“It is just our turn because of the fact that we are one of the biggest coun-
try organizations.” (GM MO) 

If someone had ever made that connection, he maintained, it had not been com-
municated to him as such. In this case a further and earlier consideration of the change 
process design, and the activities involved in changing CaseCo towards a process-
based organization, seemed to have the unrealized potential of yielding positive results 
to the change process. 

6.1.1.4. Summary 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

General change and 
implementation method-
ology 

Planning and designing 
local implementation 
methodology; review 
and improvement of 
method 

Consideration of project 
phase, prioritization of 
organizational require-
ments and resource 
availability in specific 
project phase 

Communication and 
execution of local im-
plementation activities 
according to plan 

Resource allocation 
according to project 
priority 

Availability of effective 
common implementation 
methodology for all local 
roll-outs that is continuously 
adapted based on experience 

Resource availability for high 
priority change activities 

Continuous business 
improvement process 

Contemplating and 
arranging the business 
improvement process 
activities such as re-
porting, Expert Meet-
ings and process audits 

Communicating and 
executing the activities 
such as reviews, per-
formance measurement 
and experience ex-
change 

Complement transformational 
implementation episodes with 
continuous improvement and 
development process, result-
ing in a situated change proc-
ess 

Linking “Culture Voy-
age” and GPD/IT2 

Considering ways of 
connecting both pro-
grams to provide for 
mutual support 

Very little usage of 
team camps to foster 
GPD/IT2 changes 

Lack of change management 
intervention opportunity and 
change support for GPD/IT2 

Table 5: Change process design practice - case summary 

 

Within this chapter I have given several examples within the GPD/IT2 change ini-
tiative where specific activities dealing with instances where design aspects of the 
overall change process could be observed. These examples showed significant results 
with respect to the ease and effectiveness of enacting and advancing the intended 
changes. These examples included (1) the execution of the general change and imple-
mentation methodology where the stringently outlined implementation and prioritiza-
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tion activities fueled successful implementations, (2) the business improvement proc-
ess that lacked specification for some time but when considered, planned and designed 
was able to significantly contribute to the overall development of GPD/IT2 by means 
of Expert Meetings and audits, and (3) the neglected possibility of a closer linkage be-
tween GPD/IT2 and “Culture Voyage” team camps to actively pursue change man-
agement objectives for GPD/IT2. These examples of the change process design prac-
tice are again summarized in Table 5. 

Having looked at these GPD/IT2 practice examples within which change process 
design seemed to play an important role, the next chapter will specify the issues and 
topics this change practice comprises and focuses on.  

6.1.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

“How much do I accept these new responsibilities? How much do I accept 
the change? But again, you see, it is change management and it is being 
able to communicate effectively what are going to be the changes at the 
level of my daily responsibilities, at the level of my job. So everything 
which is enabling us to have the people better understand the change in 
their daily live, in their job and helping them to transition with training, 
coaching, whatever you want to the new set of responsibilities is impor-
tant.” (Global training and learning) 

This quote from the head of global training and learning impressively summarizes 
the need for the change process and the focus of the design practice for change. These 
specific process aspects cannot really be studied or managed separate from the content 
or contextual dimensions of change (Pettigrew, 1987; Nutt, 2003), they need consider-
able and distinct attention as they themselves incorporate many different aspects of a 
change process. The need for in inclusion of change process design activities on a high 
level and their close alignment with the content of change is being stressed by the 
global project manager of GPD/IT2. 

“[Change management] has to be done at the specific issues, has to be 
done in conjunction with the particular topics. You cannot only do change 
support for three years, as soon as the framework has been built it has to 
be filled with life. And then it is the responsibility of the GPO and his team 
and the local general manager and his team…. Now the change [activi-
ties] have to be driven by the individual process teams.” (GPD/IT2 project 
manager) 

Accordingly, the need to design change activities was widely recognized in 
GPD/IT2 and several of these activities were summarized for a change management 
training. It included adaptation of the organizational culture, alignment of employees, 
training, cooperative leadership, and evaluation and control (see Figure 72). Planning 
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and executing these change activities, thus, is one of the aspects of the practice of 
change process design as it deals with the actions and procedures of the change proc-
ess. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 72: Change activities for the GPD/IT2 transformation  

(Source: CaseCo training documentation) 
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tional context, as well as a link between the different content elements of change such 
as GPD and IT2. The following quotes illustrate some of these requirements. 

“One cannot consider the [change] process without its content or vice 
versa. That belongs together.” (GPM) 
 “So you could see that such a change also depends on the culture.” (Lo-
cal process manager and implementation team member) 

As a consequence of the need recognized by the GDP/IT2 project team to connect 
and jointly ponder content and process of change, the change support team had ini-
tially been established to deal with topics such as training, communication, reviews 
and HR issues for the GPD/IT2 initiative. This was eventually suspended and the re-
sponsibilities transferred to the GPOs and CBE in order to “have the process teams 
drive the change process” (GPD/IT2 project manager). 

Moreover, the link between GPD and IT2 was a vital connection for the overall 
success of the global changes. Not only did the content of the GPD processes have to 
be mapped into and therefore supported by the IT2 system, the overall change process 
was dependent on a joint consideration of these two sides of the project. 

“I think the IT vehicle is for us the biggest lever to implement it 
[GPD/IT2] globally, also execute the processes. Because the organization 
will simply get a new system and with this system they will get the proc-
esses, so to speak, this is the logic of the enforcement…. whatever we want 
to achieve we can only achieve if we combine those two topics and say: 
We merge processes and system and make one out of it. And that’s what 
we have done with GPD/IT2.” (CBE) 
 “The software is only the tool to support the change. It is not the real 
change.” (Local process manager) 
“The first lesson I think you have to keep in mind, it is not an IT system 
that will bring changes if the people don’t want to change but it helps.” 
(Local process manager and implementation team member) 

The connection between the process changes and the IT implementation required 
specific design activities, as shown with the adaptation of the local implementation 
methodology in MO Italy. In that case, the SOR was complemented and preceded by a 
pre-SOR which constituted a shortened SOR a few weeks before the actual SOR took 
place. 

“We only did the pre-SOR because we were forced to because CaseCo It-
aly goes live with version IT2.7 and the deadline for the [CRT] specifica-
tion was the end of the year, well if you have a SOR in January and the 
specification is already closed, then why even bother?” (GPM) 
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These situations illustrate how change process design considerations can support 
the overall success of the change process. 

A second aspect of the practice of change process design within GPD/IT2 was the 
setting and evaluation of process priorities. With the large scope and scale of the pro-
ject, the main limiting factor was resources.  

 “We have more ideas than resources.” (Global implementation manager) 
As illustrated before, the prioritization of activities and the resulting assignment of 

resources was a prominent challenge of GPD/IT2. Not only had the prioritization of 
the general priorities of support, roll-out and kernel development posed challenges to 
the change process, within each of the process teams prioritization of change requests 
(CRT) became a key challenge. As time progressed and kernel development declined, 
available resources to accomplish change requests were reduced. 

“The main challenges now, and some of this is accomplished, is to select 
the key areas [of CRTs], which we have done, to say this is what is the 
highest priority for us.”(GPM) 

The importance of an open and transparent prioritization process for the CRTs, 
therefore, increased as the frustration mounted with increasing numbers of CRTs unat-
tended to. These challenges, and the importance of considering the prioritization proc-
ess, were particularly evident in the Marketing and Sales and Supply Chain Process 
Weeks that preceded the IT2.7 release in September 2005. For both processes, the 
process expert teams spent several hours arguing about the prioritization of CRTs and 
allocation of resources, which led to tension and frustration within the teams. Apart 
from realizing legal requirements, the SCM process team, for example, had 15 man-
days of IT development resources available for this release. However, it had an inven-
tory of 50 CRTs, the most extensive of which alone had a requirement of 35 man-days 
of development.  

The final focus of the practice of change process design is on other change prac-
tices. As their general aim is to enact and foster effective change processes and hence 
constitute important elements in the process of change, their contemplation, planning 
and execution could be considered a key substance of the change process design prac-
tice. The need for a specific reflection on and enacting of those practices is empha-
sized by statements of Local Process Managers and project members who acknowl-
edged the necessity of carefully planning and executing the strategic change processes. 
Not deliberating the specific activities necessary for the implementation, change was 
perceived as a problem and a hindrance. 
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 “For the corporate executive board, you see, the execution is already set-
tled with the decision that we will change something.” (Local process 
manager and member of the executive board, MO) 
“They say, ok, we want to go there, from here to there. But how would they 
go there, they don’t care…. And this is the problem we have to face glob-
ally. It is that the people, the management don’t care about how the ac-
tions are done to reach the results. That is the main problem. They don’t 
care. They have no interest.” (Local process manager and project mem-
ber, MO) 

So in order to meet the expectation of the corporate executive board and execute 
the change, careful planning, consideration and carrying out of change practices was 
perceived as a necessary and important element within GPD/IT2. Whenever these ac-
tivities of change process design took place, they were perceived as helpful and sup-
portive off the overall change. 

“For me the preparation for the GPD project was very good, very long 
lasting. We have had good support from the group from the beginning 
on… One has to say that the preparations were very good, maybe much 
better, better than at other projects.” (GM MO) 

The other change practices that also needed consideration and design will be illus-
trated in the subsequent sections. 

It can be resumed that the objective of the practice of change process design is a 
thorough and comprehensive consideration for and enacting of process-related activi-
ties that have the potential for enacting and advancing effective change processes. The 
aim of this practice is to develop relevant practices that deal with the often posited 
question of “how” to achieve a change process, “how” to arrive at a changed mindset 
and changed organizational routines, and “how” to manage the process of change. As 
this change practice itself deals with, among other issues, the design of other change 
practices, which will be illustrated in the subsequent sections, this practice could, 
therefore, almost be seen as a meta-level practice. 

6.1.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

Change processes have been defined and perceived as “a sequence of events or ac-
tivities that describe how things change over time” (Van de Ven, 1992: 170). It has 
been argued that “the definition of process needed in the literature on change should 
refer to sequences of individual and collective events, actions, and activities unfolding 
over time in context.” (Pettigrew et al., 2001: 700) Consequently, in order to study, 
understand, evaluate or manage change processes it is necessary to concern oneself 
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and deal with the activities, interactions and practices that people engage in and that 
construct and advance change processes. 

Also, the strategy-as-practice literature emphasizes the importance of dealing with 
activities of organizational actors when studying strategizing (Whittington, 1996; 
Johnson et al., 2003; Whittington, 2006). Activities or practices are understood as the 
micro-level elements of processes of strategizing. Thus, the practice of ‘change proc-
ess design’ contributes to a practice perspective of change in two ways. Firstly, it is an 
activity, a practice within the process of change itself. Engaging in it and performing it 
helps to construct and advance a strategic change process. Secondly, it makes practices 
and activities that are relevant for the construction of change processes an issue to be 
considered and dealt with within a change process, its planning, evaluation and execu-
tion. Execution of this practice does not only focus on planning, it requires being con-
scious of process issues. It complements the establishment of strategic objectives with 
a process approach to achieving these goals. 

Rather than building on organizational variables that represent the content aspects 
of change, the change process design practice deals with questions of how and through 
which actions a change process unfolds. Therefore, it departs from change models 
such as the 7S model (Peters & Waterman, 2004) or the Burke/Litwin model of change 
(Burke & Litwin, 1992) which define organizational variables, and it adds to the dy-
namic understanding and activities of the process of change and implementation. Nutt 
(1986; 1992; 1998), for example, has done extensive research on implementation and 
transformation approaches and tactics of planned change initiatives. He has studied 
and evaluated many implementation tactics, approaches and actions from an academic 
point of view, an endeavor that resulted in a classification of implementation process 
steps (Nutt, 1986, 1998). Moreover, he has deduced important findings for implemen-
tation efforts from these considerations. “Strategic actions must fit together to create a 
succession of action steps” (Nutt et al., 2000: 24). Thus, investigating and undertaking 
such a design practice seems valuable for the scholar studying change processes as 
well as for the practitioner undergoing and executing a change implementation.  

The contribution made by the practice of change process design departs from 
much of the implementation literature in an important way. Nutt (1998), for example, 
discusses the appropriateness of a specific implementation approach or tactic with re-
spect to contextual factors or conditions surrounding their use (Nutt, 1986). In a nor-
mative model he proclaims that certain implementation tactics, intervention theories 
and participation modes are more successful than others (Nutt, 1992, 1998). On the 
contrary, the change practice examined here does not suggest or imply that certain 
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change processes and action approaches are more or less successful. Rather, it infers 
that engaging in the consideration and design of change process (and hence practice) is 
an important step in the process of constructing and enacting change.  

Another variation in the often prescriptive implementation literature (Nutt, 1983, 
1989) is manifested in the fact that this change practice does not only focus on deliber-
ately planned activities of change. The practice involves a notion of ‘considering’ that 
includes contemplation and taking other organizational activities relevant to a change 
process into account. It does not mean that every activity has to be planned, although 
certain activities and platforms to perform activities should be designed. Therefore, it 
departs from prescriptive change models such as the one proposed by Kotter (1996). 
Rather than solely focusing on planned change activities, it emphasizes the importance 
of considering further practice such as symbolic action (Johnson, 1990) and socio-
cultural processes (Johnson, 1992). Change process design activities, therefore, are in 
line with literature suggesting the importance of both human-processual (or cultural-
relational) and techno-structural (or analytical-technical) spheres of change 
(Friedlander & Brown, 1974; Rüegg-Stürm, 2005). This change practice embraces 
both, activity within the human-processual and the techno-structural dimension of 
change. The point of this change practice is that all change practices need to be taken 
into consideration, aligned and coordinated with each other as well as with the context 
and content of the change process, and eventually performed and executed. 

The importance of such a change practice that focuses on process aspects of 
change, is illustrated by Tucker et al. (2002: 123) who argue that “problem-solving 
behaviors that focus solely on remedying or overcoming immediate obstacles prevent 
organizational learning, both because short-term success diminishes motivation to re-
move underlying causes of problems, and because valuable data that can be used to 
justify and inform removal efforts are lost.” This notion expresses well what could be 
observed, for example, in the SCM Process Week that will be further elaborated on in 
a later section. Within this team’s change process, the focus on problem-solving was 
so prevalent, that change process considerations and design were neglected for a long 
time, resulting in distress and frustration. 

The practice of change process design as such is a rather ‘high-level’ practice. It 
subsumes multiple activities including the consideration of other change practices in-
cluding change process evaluation, which is illustrated in the next section. 
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6.2. Change process evaluation 
Like the previous change practice, the practice of evaluating a change process also 

focuses primarily on the process dimension of strategic change. But rather than con-
centrating on the anticipatory design and execution activities of change, the change 
process evaluation practice concentrates on all activities involved in the review, 
evaluation and analysis of the process and aims at continual adjustments. It also distin-
guishes itself from the context and especially the content dimension of change proc-
esses in such a way that the evaluation focuses more on the effectiveness of the change 
activities rather than the effectiveness or appropriateness of the strategy content.  

This section will be structured so that examples of the practice from the empirical 
research will be given first. Second, the specific focus and substance of this change 
practice will be discussed. Third, a special section will discuss the research activities 
carried out for the change process and their influence on the evaluation of the change. 
And finally, the practice will be grounded in existing literature in an attempt to theo-
rize about it. 

6.2.1. Case examples of the change process evaluation practice 

The GPD/IT2 change process evaluation activities of CaseCo focused on the main 
parts of the project, the initial set-up, local implementation, and continuous business 
improvement. Hence, the examples include (1) Overall change project set-up evalua-
tion, (2) Evaluations in the course of the local implementation, (3) Assessment of the 
local MO implementation and change processes, and (4) Evaluation of the business 
improvement process. Since process evaluation activities of the first three parts were 
well-defined and executed, they could be observed. However, reviews of the business 
improvement process posed considerable challenges to the organization. As a result, 
evaluation activities in this area were subject to less empirical observation and more to 
accounts and interpretations of the interviewed project participants.  

6.2.1.1. Overall change project set-up evaluation 

• “The GPD/IT2 project is the most important single project CaseCo Corpora-
tion has ever launched.  

• The size and complexity of the project call for sound project management tech-
niques that are key for the success of the project.  

• CA [corporate audit] has been asked to carry out an independent review of the 
GPD/IT2 project.” 
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These statements were taken from the introduction of a summary presentation of a 
GPD/IT2 project review that was carried out at the end of 2002 by CaseCo’s corporate 
audit department. It indicates the importance that CaseCo had given to reviewing the 
set-up and progress of GPD/IT2 from very early in the process. Based on these realiza-
tions CaseCo’s corporate audit department carried out a project review in order to en-
sure that GPD/IT2 could “satisfy the business requirement to set priorities and to de-
liver on time and within budget” (project review documentation). According to a stan-
dardized review methodology, this project evaluation was carried out as a qualitative 
review between October and December 2002. It employed document reviews and in-
terviews with previously identified key team members and stakeholders as a means of 
analysis. The review considered nine assessment criteria that were identified as impor-
tant to the project success (see Figure 73). As a result of the review, it was maintained 
that on-going development was still taking place and still needed to advance. The is-
sues number 2, business management sponsorship, and number 4, user involvement, 
were the only two categories within which no significant improvement opportunities 
were identified. Nevertheless, even in these two categories development efforts were 
identified as on-going. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 73: Summary of 2002 GPD/IT2 project review results 

(Source: CaseCo presentations) 
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The effective execution of this initial project review was based on a successful 
definition of evaluation criteria, effective utilization of review activities and construc-
tive communication of results to the responsible organizational actors. 

6.2.1.2. Evaluations in the course of the local implementations 

Not only was the overall global project set-up assessed. The local MO changes 
were also evaluated. These evaluation activities focused on two phases, first, the im-
plementation phase and second, the on-going continuous adaptation phase after the 
GPD/IT2 go-live. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 74: Exemplary MO implementation project status report 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

Within the local implementation phase several reviews were an integral part of the 
standard implementation methodology. Namely, these reviews were the Site Opera-
tional Review (SOR), the Site Readiness Review (SRR) and the change review. Addi-
tionally, the status of the local implementation was subject to a monthly review that 
was communicated to the local implementation steering board through a risk assess-
ment (see Figure 74), and discussed in the steering board meetings, which took place 
every one or two months.  

“Every project manager reports on a monthly basis. There are two re-
ports, one overview part about risks in four blocks with the traffic light 
colors red, green and yellow, and a more detailed, issue-focused report 
where he lists topics. What was accomplished? What is outstanding? What 
is outstanding in the next month? Where are problems? What is working 
well? What is not working well?“ (GPM) 

The SOR and the SRR focused primarily on the state of the local marketing or-
ganization and its divergence from the global GPD/IT2 standards. Therefore, the ob-
jective of the SOR was to identify steps to be taken in order to overcome these differ-
ences. Furthermore, the objective of the SRR was to ascertain whether all local sys-
tems, processes and data had been prepared and arranged in a way that would allow a 
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transition to the global GPD/IT2 standards. Ostensibly, these reviews focused on a 
state or status of the local organization and its deviation from the global standards. As 
the SOR and SRR were an important and integral part of the local implementation 
process and had been clearly defined and carried out multiple times they were, for the 
most part, executed effectively.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 75: GPD/IT2 Implementation Change Review – Objectives and Approach 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

To complement this procedure, the change review concentrated on the dynamics 
of the change process that a MO had to go through, and the necessary activities it 
would have to accomplish. Therefore, the change review set out to evaluate “human 
needs within change processes for different target groups” (Change review documenta-
tion). The target groups identified included management, the implementation team, 
key users, and employees. The needs to be ascertained were within the categories of 
information, resources, qualification, roles and motivation. The intention of this review 
was to use the results proactively to develop and establish activities for the local 
change process. Consequently, these results were supposed to be integrated into a 
comprehensive change program for the MO that included a communication plan, a 
training plan, a resource plan and a motivation plan that should support the MO’s tran-
sition process during the implementation of GPD/IT2 (see Figure 75). 

The change review was realized in a workshop setting that comprised three main 
elements. The first one focused on giving an overview of the change review approach 
and method, the second one involved the actual evaluation of the different needs in the 
change process, and in the third part included the development of the actual change 
program (see Figure 76). 

The corporate business excellence manager responsible for training and review 
confirmed that “change management and training aspects are an integral element of 
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every implementation project and of the management of a change process in an or-
ganization” (CBE). But the reality often differed from the ideas, as the GPD/IT2 roll-
out manager stated: 

“The project was perceived very strongly as a project and the change 
management dimension was somewhat neglected.” (GPD/IT2 rollout man-
ager) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 76: Change Review Workshop set-up 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

The change review and its respective change training were indeed offered by 
CBE. However, in several implementations they were disregarded. 

“The training on the process and the system is mandatory… You need to 
have it; that is part of the project management. The other training on 
change management on a very high level has not taken place. CaseCo 
France does not see a need…. When we started the project there was still 
someone responsible for change management. He is no longer in the pro-
ject.” (Local implementation manager) 

Consequently, the change review was not carried out as rigorously and consis-
tently as the site operational and the Site Readiness Reviews, executed during the local 
implementations, which could be seen as an obstacle to the change process. Owing in 
part to this lack of a rigorous review process, the French implementation was usually 
referred to as one of the more difficult ones. A GPM explained: 

“You see a lot of change request from France, it’s basically not aligned 
with the global solution and we have to compromise.… We are already 
happy if MO France will introduce the GPDIT2 systems and do some steps 
to the global processes and all the rest will come in the next years.” 
(GPM) 
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But reviews were carried out not only within the implementation process. Also the 
subsequent continuous change processes in the MOs were subject to assessments. 
These reviews relied on several different criteria, many of which were IT related.  

6.2.1.3. Assessment of the local MO implementation and change processes 

Overall the implementations and the global roll-out were seen as a great success as 
CaseCo managed to actually roll-out the system without significant negative impact on 
its business and clients. 

“Companies go bankrupt and out of business due to an ERP implementa-
tion. We have succeeded.” (GPO) 
“In summary I would call it a successful initiative. We managed to get 
through the first phase without real interruption of our business, without 
significant impact or bigger negative impact on our customers. That is not 
very ambitious but it is for such a big system implementation the first hur-
dle to take. … And we have achieved that.” (GPO) 

But with respect to achieving its productivity and customer satisfaction objectives, 
reviews revealed that the pure implementations had not yet yielded the long-term de-
sired results.  

“When the intensive care phase is over I should be able to expect to see 
the efficiency gains. But that is not the case.” (Global reporting) 
“Have we increased our customer satisfaction in the first phase with the 
system? I don’t think so. … Was it realistic to expect that we could have 
done it after this first phase? I don’t think so either. Have we increased 
productivity in the first phase? No, it cost us more. But did we have the ex-
pectations to do that in the first phase? No, we had the expectations that it 
would cost us a lot initially. And did we spend as much as we thought we 
would? No, we haven’t so far. So we really made it.” (GPO) 

Even though the implementations were seen as a success, the overall strategic pro-
ject objectives had not been achieved within the first phase of local implementations of 
GPD/IT2. Further evaluations were required in the course of the project, to assess how 
successful the change process really was, not only with respect to getting the IT2 sys-
tem live, but with respect to attaining the overall project objectives. Therefore, further 
reviews of the local change and implementation processes were undertaken. These 
focused on both IT-related matters, like usage of the system or number of remedy tick-
ets, and on process matters like the realization and application of the global business 
processes. 

The system-related review activities were primarily carried out by the GPO teams, 
in conjunction with the IT department and/or by the Coordination Team. The sub-
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stance of the evaluation was commonly the system usage and the number and fre-
quency of remedy tickets. These two criteria had been established as proxies for the 
review process. If the system was used to a high extent and a great deal of functional-
ity was exploited, it was seen as an indicator of a successful implementation. Simi-
larly, if the number and frequency of remedy tickets for the system were low, it indi-
cated a successful implementation.  

“The number of these tickets and of course the classification from ‘very 
important’ to ‘less important’ says a lot about the quality of the implemen-
tation.” (GPM) 

Accordingly, an implementation was perceived as effective and efficient if little 
support was required of the MO afterwards. 

“It was very efficient with respect to how we implemented things. So with 
respect to the support that we need now, it is very little. That means that 
the implementation was very effective.” (GPD/IT2 rollout manager) 

The review activities carried out by the global implementation teams were recog-
nized as yielding important lessons and consequently enabled the global teams to fur-
ther improve their implementation approach. A GPM commented on this effect: 

“Benelux was number two in the list, basically almost running parallel 
with Austria, so was it a success? When I look back now I would say 
probably not. If we would deliver such an implementation right now I 
would probably be fired. But then again, back then and with the resources 
that we had and the plan that we had because it was ‘lean and mean’ and 
even in SAP a lot of functionality was not there yet, it wasn’t so bad.” 
(GPM)  

As GPD/IT2 did not only focus on the IT2 implementation, but also aimed at in-
troducing and establishing global business processes, further review activities of the 
local change process were drafted by the global GPD/IT2 team. These MO reviews 
were to focus primarily on the process aspects of GPD/IT2 and how the global BPs 
were realized and applied. Consequently, the business process audits (BPA) were de-
vised. Their objective, initiation and first pilot executions have already been described 
in the previous chapter (6.1.1) as part of the change process design practice. However, 
a more detailed description of the activities involved in the practice of the change 
process evaluation is necessary at this point. 

The BPAs were developed to be lead by CaseCo’s corporate business excellence 
department (CBE). The actual operational execution of these assessments, though, was 
to be carried out by the respective global GPO team members who were the most 
knowledgeable experts. The objective of these audits was to evaluate to what extent 
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the local organizations had changed to and adopted the global processes (see Figure 
77).  

 

 

 

 

Figure 77: Business Improvement Review objectives 

(CaseCo presentation) 

An additional aim was stated by a member of the CBE team who lead the execu-
tion of the pilot reviews: 

“There is also the possibility that local practices go beyond the planned 
and designed process and it might be worth it carrying those practices to 
the other organizations.” (CBE) 

The evaluation was done through multiple activities. These included an analysis of 
the KPIs and performance drivers (PDs), which were available on the IT2 system.  

“We look at the KPIs, we look at the usage of functionality, we look at cus-
tomer satisfaction analysis, employee satisfaction analysis and cost situa-
tion. And based on that picture, which is being developed during the 
preparation, we assess where an organizational unit is strong and where it 
has potential for improvement.” (CBE) 

Based on these indicators, the MOs were compared to the eleven biggest MOs to 
determine “where are they top and where they are a flop” (CBE team member). And 
for those two dimensions, the ‘top’ and the ‘flop’, the reviews were supposed to reveal 
the reasons for it, and what they had done within their change process that lead to 
these results. Global team members, GPO or GPM, conducted this analysis and the 
interviews necessary, each within their own process area. Then, in order to further un-
derstand the reasons for those ‘top’ and ‘flop’ areas an enabler assessment was carried 
out by a CBE team member. Based on its business model (see Figure 21) CaseCo had 
identified vision, leadership, people, resources and processes (the left side of the busi-
ness model) as the enabler domains. Within these domains each MO was evaluated 
with a set of 31 open questions that lead to an individual strength and weakness profile 
of the organization. A CBE team member explained: 

“The first question, for example in Marketing and Sales, is ‘to what extent 
did you communicate your Marketing and Sales process vision?’ There 
are some who have a good answer and can converse for 30 minutes about 
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it. And then there are people who ask, ‘what is the process vision Market-
ing and Sales?’” (CBE) 

After these reviews had been evaluated and analyzed a meeting was held with the 
local general management to discuss the findings and extract some “lessons learned” 
(CBE team member) of the change process undergone by the MO. Moreover, a report 
was being formulated that listed the activities to be taken in order to further change 
and improve the organizations business processes towards the global best practice 
standards. Even the review methodology itself was subject to further improvement. 

“Nevertheless we still have improvement potential in this new set-up of the 
business improvement process with respect to the follow-up.” (CBE) 

Initially, the follow-up of these reviews was, at least in the first reviews, left to the 
MOs themselves and no or very little support was given or follow-up done by global 
GPD/IT2 team member. Consequently, the knowledge about the execution of the iden-
tified improvement activities was rather limited within the global teams. Nevertheless, 
many improvements were realized: 

“The organizations are interested in realizing a lot of those things imme-
diately themselves. If the identified things deliver value they will realize 
them immediately. The report is only to document everything.” (CBE) 

As described before (see chapter 6.1.1), the business improvement or MO reviews, 
the predecessors to the BPA, had only been completed in two pilot instances during 
the time of this research project. These pilots were the MOs Austria and Benelux, as 
they had also been the first two MOs to implement GPD/IT2. At the time of the execu-
tion of these pilots in 2004, the two MOs had already been live with GPD/IT2 for al-
most two years. The reviews were the first official activities undertaken by the global 
team to review and evaluate individual market organizations and their change process, 
as well as to support them in the further adaptation and improvement process after they 
had successfully gone live. These review activities were declared to be urgently neces-
sary by global GPD/IT2 team members and were highly regarded by local as well as 
global project members. 

“We see that the local organizations want the global guys to come and 
they see that when they are there they really help us to better employ the 
system, to improve our processes and achieve better results.” (CBE) 

Several local managers expressed their strong support for these reviews: 

“We even got written feedback saying that some of the local managers re-
quest these [reviews] twice a year in the market organization…. [and] that 
it was a fantastic activity.” (CBE) 
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The responsible CBE team member explained why the reviews were perceived so 
very positively: 

“I would say the very positive feedback stems from the good preparation 
of the review team. They knew the numbers and the general situation. 
There were no people who came to see whether the flow-chart boxes are 
followed in the right way. But people who say okay, based on the strategy 
and the customer structure, these products and your set-up, the different 
trade sectors etc. we will use this approach. So really people who were 
very literate with GPD/IT2.” (CBE) 

Also from the global team, the reactions and perception of the reviews were very 
supportive and the need for these reviews seemed to have been established through the 
pilots. Firstly, because they provided a lot of feedback information on the effectiveness 
of the local change processes.  

“What happened in these two pilot reviews in Austria and Benelux was 
that the GPMs sometimes got surprised how the processes were actually 
realized. And that should theoretically certainly not happen.” (GPD/IT2 
project manager) 
“They [the reviews] showed that people don’t master the processes yet. 
They know SAP but not the processes.” (GPM) 

And secondly, the reviews served as additional means to reinforce the local 
change process.  

”Basically we should only be fine tuning there [in the reviews]. And the 
relation should be drawn between process execution and KPI develop-
ment, performance measurement so to speak. But actually there is still a 
lot of change management going on there.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

So the reviews not only served as a means for generating an assessment of infor-
mation, but also as a means to further support the change process in the local organiza-
tions, as learning platform and as a complement to the experience exchange meetings 
of the Expert Meetings/Process Weeks. 

“I am convinced that we need them [the reviews]. I think we need the 
communities to define the common ground and best practices. And we 
need the audits in order to assess where the individual organizations stand 
with respect to these best practices and … to consequently go and say 
where they could improve. An action list was the result of this and this 
could very well be taken up again. … this is a way to show the MOs their 
best and biggest improvement potential. … So a clear yes to this instru-
ment.” (GPO) 
“[The Local Process Expert meeting] is the forum we talk about proc-
esses. … When you ask an HR manager from MO XY to present the status 
of implementation of a process, of course they show it in a very positive 
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light. The only way you really know, like the reality check, the quality of 
the implementation is when you make an on-site audit. And until we do 
these BPAs we have no forum for that. We have no channel for that infor-
mation.” (GPM) 

In summary, the review and evaluation activities comprised in the MO implemen-
tation and in the change reviews that transitioned into the BPAs were seen as very 
valuable and effective in further supporting and fostering the GPD/IT2 change process, 
due to their potential for providing feedback information and constituting additional 
change management activities. They provided learning opportunities for all team 
members and served as a starting point for further change activities within the local 
organizations. To the project team members they represented an important element for 
the evaluation of the business improvement process. 

6.2.1.4. Evaluation of the business improvement process 

In the course of the GPD/IT2 change process a distinction between the two phases 
was adopted. CaseCo differentiated between the first phase, which consisted of the 
roll-out and implementations of GPD/IT2 in the local market organizations, and a sec-
ond phase, within which the global GPD/IT2 processes and system were to be applied, 
enhanced, further developed and ultimately were to lead to the accomplishment of the 
strategic GDP/IT2 objectives. Consequently, review activities for the second phase of 
continuous improvement were conceived. On the local level these activities included 
the BPAs. Additionally, an overall project review was intended on the global level that 
could provide insights into the degree to which the strategic objectives of GPD/IT2 
were attained. The focus of this review concentrated mainly on the achievement of the 
process or process-based organization that CaseCo intended to establish. However, the 
definition of a clear objective and characteristics in that respect, and consequently the 
definition of evaluation criteria, posed severe challenges to the organization. 

“It is very simple. If the process organization is the first derivative of the 
[productivity] goal achievement and you have achieved the goal, then, ap-
parently, you have also realized the process organization (laughing).” 
(GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

Realizing the intended productivity gains and attributing them to specific aspects 
of GPD/IT2 posed an additional challenge that was to be tackled through these re-
views. 

“Even after many go-lives I still can’t see that the productivity results 
from the system replacement. It only results from the local organizations 
adapting their ways of working, improving it. That’s where productivity 
comes from.” (CBE) 



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 217 

But as the definition of clear objectives and evaluation criteria for the implementa-
tions of GPD/IT2 were less complicated, most review activities still focused on that 
part rather than the continuous improvement. 

“I think our communication in the sense of feedback, celebrate success, is 
still strongly dependent on the IT2 implementation today. If I congratulate 
organizations today, then it is implementing organizations. I send a mail to 
Australia and say, great, you’ve implemented GPD/IT2.” (GPO) 

Realizing this shortcoming, CaseCo intended to complement the reviews of the 
implementations with an emphasis on improvements and development. Consequently, 
a debate was recommenced at CaseCo in 2004 about the objective and characteristics 
of establishing a process organization and how to evaluate this.  

“Do we have the process organization? No, we don’t. Do we really want 
to have it in an absolute form? Question mark. Do we have fully harmo-
nized processes everywhere? No, we don’t. Can we still get better? We are 
working on it.” (GPO) 

A debate about the specification of the process organization and particularly about 
the criteria to evaluate its attainment followed. These discussions were lead at the 
highest project level between the GPOs, the project manager and the executive sponsor 
in the Coordination Team and the GPD Board for several months in 2004 and 2005. 
But the identification, definition of and agreement on specific evaluation criteria was 
challenging and had not received sufficient attention in the opinion of several GPOs 
and GPMs. 

“It is always a question of the criteria.” (GPO) 
 “The change management process, that’s something we need to assure 
that we evaluate that correctly and organize it accordingly. We are just 
realizing that we still need to catch up there, that the changes were really 
substantial and that we need to focus more closely on this aspect of the 
change. … This process organization, that is a buzz word for the people. 
That needs to get more specific.” (GPO) 
“So we better start thinking process wise and take it from A to B … and 
that is where I see the biggest challenge. How do you measure that? I 
don’t know and we should probably spend a lot of time thinking about how 
we can deal with that.” (GPM) 

Consequently, besides the discussions taking place about the criteria that most 
closely resembled the GPD/IT2 objectives, the methods to assess these criteria were 
being contemplated. A GPM described the challenge remarkably: 

That is tough. In the end you can do it pretty easily. We have defined our 
global processes, you can do an audit and see if they live those processes 
or do something else, I mean that is one and I think we do this with the 
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ISO 9001 audits. I think this will be already a key indicator of are we 
really living those processes, yes or no? I mean that is pretty straight for-
ward but it doesn’t tell you the mind set of the people, so how do you 
measure mind set? Well I think you are having one of the tools and you are 
performing it right now, it is called interviews. That would be one and just 
start the discussions what do we want to achieve. We have to convince our 
own people. Did we convince them? Can they sell it back to us? Because if 
they can sell it back to us, they understood and they live it. So is that an 
indicator? No, that is a method. And how do you measure that? Honestly, I 
don’t know. I used the feedback method I talked to those guys and see if 
they really understood what we wanted and you see if it ends up with a 
discussion.” (GPM) 

Another GPM also emphasized putting the focus on the activities of the review 
process rather than the criteria to be evaluated. He maintained: 

“At the end this part you can only do in an interview and look if people 
understood the new process and the reason behind it from the process 
side.” (GPM) 

The focus on activities to be undertaken was something the GPD/IT2 team mem-
bers could agree on more easily within their discussions in 2005 than the criteria that 
were to complement the process KPIs and that were to be used for the reviews. In or-
der to tackle this difficult issue and decide on specific evaluation measures, several 
meetings and workshops were organized in the first half of 2005. 

 “If I already knew the success criteria for the continuous improvement 
process we wouldn’t need a workshop for it.” (GPO) 

Several CaseCo managers wanted to explicitly include qualitative criteria that 
were not easily assessable and that were also not uniformly defined and agreed upon. 
These included a multitude of possibilities such as “transparency” (GPOs and GPM), 
“cross process communication” (GPO), “cultural and organizational progress” (CBE), 
“personal growth” (local EB member), “users being ‘happy’ with the system” (local 
implementation manager), “mind-set” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager), “less individual-
ism” (local implementation manager), “more end-to-end responsibility” (global im-
plementation manager), “know-how and commitment” (global implementation man-
ager), or “employee qualification” (GPO). 

Realizing the difficulties CaseCo had with evaluating the business improvement 
process a GPO commented: 

“I think the starting phase one was better than this phase [two] now that 
we have experienced it, let’s say, in the past year. I think in the past year 
we have left the optimal path and have reached a point where we need to 
do things differently again.” (GPO) 
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Consequently, the review and evaluation of the continuous business improvement 
process, inherent part of GPD/IT2 that was labeled ‘phase two’, posed considerably 
bigger challenges to the organization than the assessment of the implementation proc-
esses. 

6.2.1.5. Summary 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Overall change project 
set-up evaluation 

Planning and designing 
of review objective, 
criteria and method 

Execution of review 
activities and commu-
nication and discussion 
of results 

Assurance of an effective 
project approach and set-up 
from the beginning  

Evaluations in the course 
of the local implementa-
tion 

Consideration of activi-
ties necessary to sup-
port local implementa-
tion and drafting meth-
ods to review these 
activities 

Conducting the reviews 
in cooperation with 
local organizations and 
extracting recommen-
dations for further im-
plementation activities 

Achievement of a thorough 
understanding of the local 
situation and insights into 
crucial activities possibly 
supportive to the local im-
plementations  

Assessment of the local 
MO implementation and 
change process 

Drafting, designing and 
arranging the review 
activities of the on-
going local change 
process 

Executing these as-
sessments, communi-
cating and discussing 
the results and assuring 
their usage for future 
learning 

Comprehension of the local 
change process, its challenges 
and its progress to support the 
on-going local developments 

Evaluation of the busi-
ness improvement proc-
ess 

Consideration of review 
objectives, possible 
criteria and activities 

Defining and executing 
review activities at all 
levels of the GPD/IT2 
change process, discus-
sion and agreement on 
criteria to be used 

Clarity about the progress of 
the changes with respect to 
accomplishing the overall 
project goals and document 
experiences for future change 
initiatives 

Table 6: Change process evaluation practice - case summary 

 

In summary, within this chapter I have given several examples within the 
GPD/IT2 change initiative where specific activities dealing with reviewing and evalu-
ating the change process of GPD/IT2 could be observed, and where these activities 
showed a significant impact on supporting the intended changes or where they were 
identified as lacking and posing on-going challenges. These examples included (1) the 
overall change project set-up evaluation that assessed the project arrangement at the 
outset of the change initiative, (2) the reviews conducted in the course of the local im-
plementations which were aimed at supporting the local organizations with respect to 
the implementations, (3) the assessment of the local change process as it continued 
after the implementation was completed, and (4) the challenging evaluation of the 
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business improvement process that was geared at further developing GPD/IT2 and ul-
timately yielding the expected benefits. These examples are again summarized in 
Table 6. 

Having looked at these GPD/IT2 examples within which change process evalua-
tion practices played an important role, the next section will specify the issues and top-
ics this change practice comprises.  

6.2.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

In the past chapter I have looked at several different examples within the GPD/IT2 
change process where evaluation and review activities were being performed, or where 
they posed a considerable challenge as in the case of the business improvement proc-
ess. These activities were performed at very different levels and times during the 
GPD/IT2 initiative. Nevertheless, assessment activities seemed to have several charac-
teristics in common that were geared towards a continual adjustment and improvement 
of the change process, and which will be discussed and further elaborated in this sec-
tion.  

First of all, the importance of these review activities became apparent due to their 
frequent application within GPD/IT2, and through the statements made by the inter-
view partners. The principle objective for the review practice was identified as receiv-
ing feedback information on the actual situation and changes that were occurring in 
comparison to what was planned or foreseen.  

“We want to make sure that it is lived and that is the challenge.” (GPM) 
This feedback information was required from a general audit point of view that 

was to determine the appropriateness of the intended and initiated change process for 
the objectives pursued. This purpose became particularly apparent in the initial project 
review: 

“The size and complexity of the project call for sound project management 
techniques that are key for the success of the project” (CaseCo documen-
tation) 

Additionally, the project members were looking for best practice information on 
the execution of the change process.  

“I think it should get more and more interesting in the future if we really 
… find best practice.” (GPM) 

The feedback and best practice information were desirable for two main reasons. 
Firstly, they were intended to encourage learning about the change process. 
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“We have to learn.” (GPM) 
“Because from a project management point of view we still can learn what 
has gone wrong, what we have done too late and so forth. So we can bring 
in this experience from the project management perspective.” (Global im-
plementation manager) 
“So that is a learning process.” (GPO) 

Secondly, this feedback information was to be used to promote the change initia-
tive and strengthen acceptance of it. 

“So you have a small success, then you make it known and then [it gets] 
bigger and bigger. But so far we don’t achieve this yet. We really have to 
convince because the sales people are only convinced if they see facts. Un-
til you don’t have facts they won’t trust you so you have to provide them 
with facts, with good results in order to convince them…. So we really 
need some success in order to achieve this.” (Local implementation man-
ager) 
“Because then the acceptance to participate in this game is strongly in-
creased.” (GPM) 

Furthermore, the review information on the change process was mainly concen-
trated on the process dimension of change. It complemented review information that 
focused on the content aspects of the strategy. Some of these change process experi-
ences extracted from a review of the IT1 initiative had actually already been realized 
in the GPD/IT2 project. One example was the selection of MO Austria as a pilot site: 

“The US was the very first [Oracle] implementation …, lessons learned: 
don’t pick your largest market organization to start with.” (GPM) 

Consequently, just like the change process design practice, and as will be argued 
all other change practices, the change process evaluation practice also has a dual em-
phasis, which is comprised of the reflective aspects of the practice and its enactive as-
pects. The reflective dimension is signified by the consideration of the need for a proc-
ess review, its objective, content and review criteria, as well as the utilization of the 
acquired information. The proactive part of the practice then focuses on the execution 
and realization of the activities involved.  

For each review practice―global project set-up, local implementations and 
change, and business improvement―all activities involved in the assessment were 
contemplated, designed and subsequently realized. 

Based on the objectives of GPD/IT2, change process evaluation criteria were se-
lected. In the case of the first two examples, the overall project set-up and the local 
implementation and change process, this criteria selection process had successfully 
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been carried out and criteria had been defined and were used for the reviews. In the 
case of the evaluation of the business improvement process, this criteria selection 
process posed considerable challenges. These challenges were rooted in two character-
istics of the business improvement process. Firstly, the objectives of this second phase 
improvement process of establishing a ‘process organization’ had not been clearly and 
comprehensibly defined, agreed upon and communicated24. Secondly, the success cri-
teria for such a continuous development process were not as apparent as for the local 
implementations, often of qualitative nature, and consequently difficult to define and 
survey.  

Nevertheless, for all GPD/IT2 review practices, data collection methods had been 
developed and were being executed, in a more or less organized fashion. These in-
cluded interviews and discussion workshops as well as document and data analysis in 
all cases. In order to actually execute the reviews, the assessors responsible―who 
ranged from the internal audit department to the operationally responsible GPO 
teams―were nominated. These employees then conducted the evaluations according 
to the defined methodology and by means of the given criteria. 

Subsequently, the review results were analyzed, condensed and presented to the 
targeted audience. In the case of the MO Austria and Benelux pilot reviews, for exam-
ple, the audience included the local general management as well as the GPD Board 
members and the Marketing and Sales Summit. With each of these target groups the 
assessment results were discussed and specific next steps based on the experiences 
defined. Once again these steps proved most challenging for the last review practices 
on the business improvement process.  

As mentioned by several project members, the subsequent follow-up on the re-
views, however, lacked some attention at CaseCo and was identified as an aspect that 
required some improvement in order to truly capitalize on these learnings. 

“We actually do have some potential for improvement in this new set-up of 
the business improvement when it comes to the follow-up.” (CBE) 

A last possible step in the change process evaluation practice might be the linkage 
of incentives and rewards to the evaluation criteria. This possibility was suggested by 
some team members―“Here a compensation scheme could be used” (GPM Marketing 
and Sales)―but the actual linkage of incentives to change process objectives had been 
done only very rarely for GPD/IT2. “We have not considered that in this sense specifi-

                                              
24 This point will be further elaborated in chapter 6.5 Objective refining and clarification 
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cally yet” (GPO FICO). The main linkage that had been realized was a connection to 
the timely local implementations and hence achievement of the milestones and adher-
ence to budgets (GPD/IT2 project manager). Furthermore, some local MOs had devel-
oped some compensation schemes that included more qualitative aspects of change 
management. One MO had established such an incentive linkage: 

“It is elements that go into the direction of change management that he 
acts proactively with respect to change management. That means that he 
provides information early in the process and assures that the important 
topics are introduced to the team with respect to change.” (Local imple-
mentation manager) 

But apart from some individual local efforts to connect change process aspects 
with incentives, this option was rarely found in GPD/IT2. 

In summary, it can be restated that the objective of the ‘change process evalua-
tion’ practice is a thorough and comprehensive reflection and enacting of process-
related review activities that have the potential to provide relevant feedback informa-
tion which could support, enhance and foster effective strategic change processes. The 
aim of this practice was to devise, craft and execute all necessary activities inherent in 
the execution of a review of the change process. This practice aimed at concepts and 
activities that helped to answer how change processes worked, what worked well or 
not so well, and why and how the change process could be improved. It identified 
relevant objectives, the definition of appropriate evaluation criteria, the design and 
execution of a pertinent assessment methodology, the analysis, interpretation, docu-
mentation and discussion of the results, the realization of experiences gained, and a 
potential assignment of incentives to the reviewed objectives and criteria.  

6.2.3. Participation in the research processes as a component of the change 
process evaluation practice 

The overall objective of change practices, as defined by the research question, is 
to enact and advance effective strategic change processes. Consequently, this is not 
different for the change process evaluation practice. Besides the review and evaluation 
activities carried out by CaseCo, the beneficial effect of the evaluation activities also 
became apparent through the execution of the research process. The academic objec-
tive of the study had not been a contribution to the enhancement of CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 
change process. Rather, its intention was to trace the developments within the change 
process, to reconstruct the events and activities taking place, to elucidate the interpre-
tations attached to the events by the organizational actors and change participants and, 
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consequently, to obtain insights that allowed for an answer and discussion of the re-
search questions.  

Nevertheless, in the course of the research process several incidents became ap-
parent where the research activities such as interviews, became an integral part of the 
reflective element of the change process evaluation practice of GPD/IT2.  

“That is a very good question”, “interesting question” or “tough question” were 
some of the remarks given by people being interviewed which often indicated that the 
interview was the first time a respondent had contemplated an issue. A quote from a 
manager global reporting illustrates this: 

“With every question you are asking I start to think whether we have just 
missed that point because we still think in such a structure oriented way or 
whether it is right and it is not a component [of the change process].” 
(Global reporting) 

Asked about the integration of business units and business regions in one of the 
GPD/IT2 processes a GPM stated: 

“… that is right. I have never thought about it before.” (GPM) 
A Local Process Expert, when asked about his perception of CaseCo’s global 

process organization, remarked: 

“I know, well, I am not sure. You are giving me completely new ideas 
here….” (LPE) 

Another example includes the statement of a local project manager who responded 
to a question about communication activities and their influence on the success of the 
local implementations:  

“I have never really thought about it until you have asked the question. So, 
it is hard to answer.” (Local implementation manager) 

Or the GPD/IT2 roll-out manager commented on a question about a possible con-
nection between GPD/IT2 and “Culture Voyage”: 

“Interesting, interesting question! Nobody has ever brought up that ques-
tion.” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

When asked about specifics on possible incentive schemes for GPOs and GPMs, 
one GPO remarked: 

“We have not really considered that precisely in that sense…” (GPO) 
And when questioned about potential incentives and recognition for local best 

practices a GPM observed: 

“I don’t think we have such a thing in place. I like the idea…” (GPM) 
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A GPO remarked in general on the questions posed in the interviews: 

“Some of these questions really are not trivial.” (GPO) 
And a local implementation manager and member of the local executive board 

remarked, after an interview: 

“Thank you, that was also very interesting for me.” (Local implementation 
manager) 

Based on a multitude of similar remarks and comments, it appears as if the re-
search process itself served as a beneficial and relevant activity within the change 
process evaluation practice. Without giving recommendations or advice, asking spe-
cific questions triggered reflections and possible actions that potentially facilitated the 
enhancement of the GPD/IT2 change process. This observation highlights the neces-
sity to always contemplate the role of the researcher in qualitative and direct field re-
search. 

Moreover, the explicit feedback workshops and joint discussions between the re-
searchers and CaseCo employees (see Appendix 10) obviously also served as evalua-
tion activities for the GPD/IT2 change process. The possible impact of these interven-
tions will be further discussed in a later section. 

6.2.4. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

The change process evaluation practice provides feedback information to deter-
mine the appropriateness of the intended and initiated change process and change ac-
tivities for the pursued objectives. It provides information on best practices that en-
courages and serves as a basis for learning, promotes the change initiative, and im-
proves its chances for acceptance. Hence, it aims to evaluate and improve the perform-
ance of the strategic change process. In general, performance management is an inte-
grated process of defining, assessing and reinforcing employee work behaviors and 
individual and organizational outcomes, involving methods and practices of goal set-
ting, performance appraisal, and reward systems which align employee work behavior 
with the business strategy and employee involvement (Cummings & Worley, 1993). 
Hence, this change practice is based on well established concepts. 

In general, the linkage between organizational change and performance measure-
ment or evaluation has been made in three different ways in the literature. The first 
alternative understands performance measurement as a reporting and control device 
that triggers change. If the organizational performance measurement system reports a 
drop in performance, a change process will be initiated until the operational and finan-
cial indicators point in the right direction and the change targets are met (Sofer, 1964). 
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The change processes will be deemed successful if an improvement in organizational 
performance measures occurs. The second linkage refers to an alignment of the per-
formance measurement system to the organization’s strategic objectives. When a strat-
egy is modified and objectives altered, the performance measurement system needs to 
reflect these new objectives by use of different measures. Only then will the perform-
ance measurement system enable the organization to direct their action towards 
achieving their strategic objectives again (Kaplan & Norton, 1996). Both of these ap-
proaches focus mostly on organizational-level performance. 

The third method specifically concentrates on an evaluation of a change process. 
Szamosi and Duxbury (2002), for example, studied behaviorally-based measures of 
organizational support and non-support for revolutionary change. The underlying idea 
was that “positive actions by the organization and/or its representatives lead to the de-
velopment of higher quality exchange relationships and hence, more successful 
change” (Szamosi & Duxbury, 2002: 187). The result of Szamosi and Duxbury’s re-
search was the identification of nine observable behaviors of organizational support, 
and twelve observable behaviors of non-support for revolutionary change that are 
linked to organizational outcomes. However, the supportive behaviors identified in the 
research also remained at the organizational level of analysis. Moreover, Szamosi and 
Duxbury’s (2002) perception of change follows a positivist, entitative epistemology, 
conceiving behaviors of ‘the’ organization that could support an objective change 
process for the organization. 

As discussed before, a practice perspective adds to this direct evaluation of change 
processes but departs in two ways from this approach. Firstly, it perceives practices as 
formative and performative in strategizing, and it views the construction of change as a 
social reality. And secondly, it departs from the approach of evaluating performance of 
an organizational unit as a whole, rather pointing to the performance of individuals 
engaging in action and interaction and the performance of their activities (Johnson et 
al., 2007). “Bringing off a strategy away-day or board-meeting is achievement enough, 
regardless of whether connections can ultimately be traced to organizational outcomes. 
The practice perspective finds plenty of significance in the bare performance of 
praxis.” (Whittington, 2006: 628) The concept of the change process evaluation prac-
tice is in line with this approach of focusing on assessing the activities carried out 
within change processes. Rather than evaluating organizational or financial indicators 
and variables or organizational outcomes, this change practice places the effective per-
formance of change activities and change processes at the center of attention. Such an 
evaluation of the change process could therefore constructively complement a per-
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formance assessment on the organizational level targeting organizational outcomes by 
evaluating organizational practices and their artful performance. This could provide 
valuable insights about the construction and execution of change on the activity level 
because, as March (1991) remarked, the effective selection and evaluation among 
forms, routines or practices as well as the generation of new alternative practices is 
essential to survival in strategic change. 

6.3. Coordination and experience sharing 
Similar to the previous change practices, the practice of coordination and experi-

ence sharing is yet another practice that concentrates specifically on the process as-
pects of strategic change initiatives. Even though coordination and experience sharing 
activities certainly include content that is in focus of the coordination and sharing ac-
tivity, this change practice focuses on the activities and procedures involved in coordi-
nation. It is especially focused on features and characteristics of coordination and ex-
perience sharing activities. 

The following chapter is structured into three parts. In the first part, examples of 
coordination and experience sharing practices will be illustrated. In a second section, 
the particular focus and substance of this change practice will be elaborated. And in 
the third section, the change practice will be grounded in and related to existing litera-
ture. 

6.3.1. Case examples of the coordination and experience sharing practice 

As many strategic change processes, the GPD/IT2 initiative encompassed a wide 
range of subject matter, and as a result, organizational units, levels and actors for the 
coordination and experience sharing activities were quite extensive. The main focus of 
the practice within GPD/IT2 was on (1) coordination and experience sharing during 
the MO implementations, (2) local cross-process coordination after the implementa-
tion, (3) synchronization between the GPD/IT2 processes as well as between GPD and 
IT2 on a global level, (4) coordination amongst the local market organizations as well 
as between the MOs and the global GPD/IT2 team, and (5) the alignment of GPD/IT2 
with the CaseCo organization. Several coordination and experience sharing activities 
involved in these cases will be described in this section. 

6.3.1.1. Coordination and experience sharing during MO implementation 

The local implementation of GPD/IT2 in a marketing organization constituted a 
special period of fundamental, radical change for an MO. GPD/IT2 introduced new or 
often substantially different business and support processes to the MOs. Furthermore, 
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it replaced whatever IT system the MO had with a global, centrally administered ERP 
system. In order to successfully transition within this implementation period the MOs 
required and utilized several activities to coordinate and align all GPD/IT2 change pro-
cedures. Many of these activities were provided through the GPD/IT2 implementation 
methodology and, consequently, were adequately documented for the use in all im-
plementation projects. Further activities could be observed, however, in the course of 
the research process. These coordination activities will be exemplified and illustrated 
with the example of the Italian implementation. Most of these activities, though, could 
also be found at other implementations studied. 

The GPD/IT2 implementation in the MO Italy officially commenced on January 
17, 2005 with the SOR kick-off meeting of the joint global and local team. The project 
was scheduled to last for one year with the go-live to take place on January 2 of 2006 
(see Figure 78). The joint global-local project team consisted of more than 70 full and 
part-time members who reported to a steering board committee that comprised 14 
members, six local representatives, six global representatives and two regional repre-
sentatives.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 78: MO Italy implementation schedule 

(Source: CaseCo presentation) 

The operations of CaseCo in Italy were the oldest outside of CaseCo’s home coun-
try and date back to 1953. CaseCo Italy was the fourth largest MO with respect to 
sales, and the most profitable one in 2004. At that time it comprised about 1000 em-
ployees, 100 CaseCo Sales Centers (SC) and approximately 500 territory salesmen 
(TS).  
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For the preparation as well as the execution of the GPD/IT2 implementation, re-
quirements and opportunities for sharing experiences were identified from several dif-
ferent perspectives. These included the merging of global and local team members, the 
coordination between the various process teams, the alignment of IT and process is-
sues, and the synchronization between the on-going local business operations and the 
GPD/IT2 implementation.  

Activities undertaken, even before the official start of the Italian implementation, 
focused on two main aspects of the coordination and experience sharing practice. 
Firstly, they concentrated on the selection and preparation of individuals to participate 
in the project. From the local MO side this included selecting personnel that was to 
occupy key roles in the project way in advance and sending them to other MOs or to 
the global project team. The objective was for them to support the project work for 
several months and collect relevant experience that could later be applied in the Italian 
implementation.  

The general manager of the MO Italy explained how the deployment of employees 
was used to foster the experience exchange. 

“I have sent very many, relatively many employees abroad, to our corpo-
rate headquarter in order to participate in the project and build up know-
how. We’ve had four or five employees in our headquarter who partici-
pated in the last two years in the project or have been sent from headquar-
ters abroad into various MOs in order to support their implementations. 
… And except for one all have come back. One employee decided to re-
main at headquarters… But he came back to Italy now as headquarter 
employee in order to support the implementation.” (GM MO) 

One of the Italian implementation process leads, a member of the local executive 
team who herself had already worked with the global GPD/IT2 team for several 
months, explained the positive effect of these exchanges. 

“The approach is okay [but]… also the continuity of the global people I 
think is an important point because you do not have to start from zero as 
we share some experiences from the meetings of the last two years… We 
had the opportunity to discuss already in the meetings. We had the oppor-
tunity to meet each other and that is like starting from one instead from 
zero.” (Local process lead and executive team member) 

Also from the global side the selection of personnel such as the global project 
manager, was a key activity. In order to be able to build on experiences made with 
other implementations, and to exploit the comprehension and perspective of the global 
project, a former GPO was selected as global implementation manager for MO Italy. 
When asked about the usefulness of his global project background he commented: 
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“That definitely helps me. Like I said I know all of them pretty well…. It 
helps me that I have the link into the group of GPOs. I also know a lot of 
the GPMs pretty well, that helps, and some from the IT.” (Global project 
manager) 

The integration of local employees into global or other local GPD/IT2 teams was 
thus perceived as beneficial from the global project perspective as well. The global 
project manager of the French implementation commented on his personal experience: 

“We are having people on the [French] team from Italy and from Spain. 
So basically they can bring part of the experience already to the next im-
plementation.” (Global project manager) 

The act of selecting individuals to be involved in experience exchange took place 
before the implementation of GPD/IT2 in Italy started and required a proactive reflec-
tion of the requirements. The possibility and opportunity for these kinds of coordina-
tion and experience exchange activities within CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 change initia-
tive were seen by many employees as an important factor and a unique characteristic 
of the organization’s approach and culture. CaseCo executed GPD/IT2 with almost no 
outside consulting support. Consequently, a large number of internal employees had to 
be involved in the project. This enabled and facilitated the substantial exchange activi-
ties. 

“That is a big difference at CaseCo that many things are being executed 
with own people. Very little is done with external resources and the local 
organizations are being involved in the matters.” (Global implementation 
manager) 

Secondly, in addition to selecting and exchanging personnel, coordination activi-
ties before the official start of the Italian implementation included scheduling and tim-
ing. As the deadline to submit enhancement requests for the IT2.7 release was sched-
uled for just before the initiation of the Italian implementation, a pre-SOR was con-
ducted in Italy one month before the official SOR. The purpose of this pre-SOR was to 
take stock of required CRTs and coordinate the Italian implementation with the global 
IT2.x release schedule so that possibly necessary enhancement requests could be in-
cluded in the IT2.7 release.  

“We only did the pre-SOR because we were forced to because CaseCo It-
aly goes live with version 2.7 and the deadline for the specification was 
the end of the year. Well, if you have a SOR in January and the specifica-
tion is already closed, then why even bother…. We needed to make sure 
that we at least go through all the processes to make sure that we don’t 
end up discovering any new legal issues.” (GPM) 
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In addition to the activities undertaken before the start of the implementation there 
were also multiple activities carried out during the implementation that focused on the 
coordination and experience exchange within the project. These activities were mainly 
carried out in the form of meetings at different levels and with different participation 
and involvement. On the highest level this included the bi-monthly meetings of the 
steering board of the Italian roll-out. Within this committee strategic decisions were 
taken, the overall project progress evaluated, and the general coordination with the 
Italian marketing organization, the global project management and the general CaseCo 
business operations were carried out.  

The main responsibility for coordination and experience sharing activities, how-
ever, resided on the operational level with the project team. The activities for coordi-
nation and alignment began already with the formation of the project team. One of the 
project managers who had also spent nine months in MO France commented on their 
importance. 

“Team building for example is very important for me to create a team with 
global and local people completely integrated, not the division between 
Italian and global. In France the big mistake for me is the division be-
tween this. … For me the good way is the integration of the team, motiva-
tional integration of the team.” (Local project manager) 

Several interview partners had identified participation and involvement especially 
of the local top management team members as one of the critical success factors for 
the project to secure adequate configuration and coordination. The great involvement 
of the Italian executive management group was seen as highly beneficial to the project. 

“Well, given the fact that here we have at least top and middle manage-
ment in the SOR, seeing what we present which usually is the strategy we 
want to take in the future and getting them to understand and digest it and 
to start the discussion with them, I think it is excellent.” (GPM) 

This positive example set by the extensive involvement of Italian mangers in the 
GPD/IT2 roll-out was commented on by a GPM, a member of the implementation 
team. When asked about the main difference that he saw in the Italian implementation 
compared to other MOs he remarked: 

“Management involvement. That is better than it was in the other MOs.” 
(GPM) 

Also the general manager (and therefore local Marketing and Sales process man-
ager) of the MO Italy reflected on the importance of his involvement and remarked 

“I am certainly directly involved in all processes via the steering board 
team where people take the essential decisions. I am also already leading 
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discussions and taking decisions with some teams in some processes like 
Marketing and Sales but also logistics, in the supply chain, which are im-
portant for us.” (GM MO) 

The formation of the project team, the selection of appropriate people and their in-
tegration laid the ground for many further reconciliation activities and possibilities. 
The activities carried out by this project team involved a great deal of alignment, har-
monization, resolution and reconciliation efforts. The official meetings within the gen-
eral implementation methodology were one aspect of this effort. These meetings in-
cluded, amongst others, the Site Operational Review (SOR) kick-off and closing meet-
ings (held in Italy on January 17 and February 03, 2005, respectively) and the first and 
second Site Readiness Reviews (SRR) (April 18, 2005 and December 30, 2005 respec-
tively).  

Besides these general meetings, many other coordination meetings and activities 
also took place. During the two weeks of SOR, for example, a cross-team meeting was 
held every evening within which at least one local staff member responsible for each 
business process participated. The objective of these meetings included the reconcilia-
tion of all cross-process issues that had emerged during the process workshops held 
during the day.  

A GPM explained the purpose and process of these daily cross-process team meet-
ings: 

“Usually a gap in Marketing and Sales automatically includes also a gap 
in reporting for instance because we also have to take it through the entire 
process. What will happen is we assign a lead, so either Marketing and 
Sales takes the lead or FICO or whatever team−usually the most in-
volved−takes the lead and we need to create sub-teams...I know there is a 
gap in finance, a gap in reporting and a gap in HR or whatever, I would 
go talk to the team leads there and I would say I need some people knowl-
edgeable about this topic because we need to define and agree on how we 
are going to solve this, to test whether that will actually work, whether we 
can take it through the entire process, find out new gaps and then execute 
the solution.” (GPM) 

The coordination activities not only took place during the SOR, but continued 
throughout the entire local implementation phase on a weekly or bi-weekly basis. 
Their importance was stressed in several interviews. 

“I am a real fan of having at least once a week an overall team meeting 
where we can discuss these topics… we need to make sure that we don’t 
do double work, it doesn’t make sense, that is the biggest challenge.” 
(GPM) 
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The local project manager further elaborated: 

“It is of no use if you have a process team, repair for example, I am just 
picking one, that does a great roll-out for itself and handles all of its own 
issues perfectly but has never talked to finance. Because then repair will 
work but it will never get accounted for and reported. That is one point 
where I see a success factor, cross-process coordination, where we have 
also gained experiences in the past.” (Local project manager and member 
of the MO executive board) 

Besides the joint project team meetings several further coordination activities 
were carried out by individual team members. A main part of the responsibility resided 
with the project managers one of whom stated: 

“The coordination within the implementation works through the local pro-
ject management. Now that is my role, to assure the coordination and that 
works in general pretty well.” (Global project manager) 

Individual project team members also contributed to the cross-process alignment 
through their coordination activities, as the example of the local FICO process lead 
illustrated.  

“Today I have done an Excel sheet where we are writing down all the 
cross-process issues. First not to lose memory of that and also to try to or-
ganize one-by-one meetings. … I believe that we have increased our 
knowledge based also on our mistakes. So now we have the comprehensive 
understanding that if we have a cross-function issue somehow we need to 
solve it and not just delegate it.” (Local FICO process lead) 

These cross-process activities were not only beneficial for the local marketing or-
ganization; these meetings also proved useful for the global project team and the par-
ticipating GPMs. 

“I mean, we don’t always know what other process teams are working on. 
We find out a lot through the SOR which is a good opportunity.” (GPM) 

Consequently, the cross-process coordination activities carried out on the local 
project level also often provided information and opportunity for the global cross-
process coordination. 

Another form of coordination and experience sharing activity used in GPD/IT2 
was documentation and reporting. For this purpose, the general local implementation 
methodology provided several standard formats. These included a before-after list ar-
ranged by process, a management letter summarizing all issues of the SOR, a key de-
liverables report containing all topics of the SRR 1, a hand-over document prepared 
after completion of the SRR 2, a monthly status report about the overall implementa-
tion progress, and a monthly project risk assessment. These documents served to re-
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cord and share important information about the implementation progress with all rele-
vant stakeholders. Additionally, the local implementations were assisted by a multi-
tude of global documents and records about the global processes, GPDS, the IT system 
and the implementation approach. Most of these documents were provided through 
CaseCo’s intranet by the CBE department. However, some local project members ex-
pressed a need for some additional documents for experience sharing. 

“I would make sure that for each roll-out there would be a standard pack-
age to the local team members and that local package would include 
things such as training manual templates, integration test format tem-
plates, steering board update minute standard formats or templates, cus-
tomer master verification suggested procedure. Because there were cer-
tain things on the project that we had to do where we did not really know 
the best approach to take and we have basically designed our own ap-
proach.” (Local implementation manager) 

6.3.1.2. Local cross-process coordination after implementation 

Moreover, there were additional steps for the local market organization even once 
the GPD/IT2 implementation was accomplished and the Intensive Care Phase com-
pleted. A process of continuous adaptation to the global business process standards 
followed. Furthermore, an adoption of the GPD/IT2 process improvements was re-
quired as well as the implementation of the biannual IT2 system release upgrades. 
Consequently, cross-process coordination activities also took place on the local MO 
level after the completion of the implementation in order to effectively continue the 
change process. 

For this on-going cross-process coordination on the local level, three activities 
were reported to be of particular importance. The first one was the selection and instal-
lation of key personnel who took on the responsibility of actively supporting and per-
forming coordination activities. These key roles were the super users on the opera-
tional level, the Local Process Experts (LPE) on a middle management level and the 
Local Process Managers (LPM) on the senior management level. Super users were 
formalized for all GPD/IT2 business processes. They were selected individuals who 
had substantial experience in their respective business process and functioned as a first 
point of contact, coach and trainer for the operational staff working in that business 
process. Examples of a successful installation and employment of super users could be 
found in MO GB/Ireland who―due to its experience with IT1 where the role of super 
users had already been established―reported very positive experiences with the coor-
dination function of these super users. 
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“So these super users have a very good understanding of integration. And 
a person that sits in one department knows the effect on another depart-
ment. So these super users came to our project already thinking cross-
functionally and thinking in terms of [business] processes, not just seeing 
their own department and their own process… I think super users are key. 
I think having one person in each department that thinks in terms of the 
whole MO goes a long way towards helping [the coordination] especially 
when that person is then the first contact for a user who has a problem on 
the system. Because he is the one who understands that maybe they need to 
speak to a different department or the problem could be solved in a differ-
ent department.” (Local project manager) 

However, the super users were not established to the same extent in all MOs. This, 
a GPO explained, still provided a challenge because of the high importance of the su-
per users, for example, for the IT2 release upgrades. 

“These rollback implementations are also important. Now we have to go 
to Austria and Benelux and say, yes, here you’ve got a new process and a 
new functionality. How will you train that? And that’s why we need the 
super user level and we don’t have that today in all organizations.” (GPO) 

On a middle manager level, Local Process Experts were established who were 
supposed to be the most knowledgeable local employee within their respective process 
and who were responsible for the local coordination as well as coordination with other 
MO experts and the global teams. On a senior management level, the MOs established 
process managers who usually were members of the executive team and who held the 
final responsibility for their business process in the local organization. The active in-
volvement of these executive managers was often seen as critical success factor.  

 “The involvement, the involvement above all is for me the most important 
thing. Involvement of low-level people but secondly the involvement also of 
the management because if the management doesn’t follow, doesn’t be-
lieve themselves in the change then it is impossible to change.” (Local 
project manager) 

The key personnel who played a major role in the post-implementation improve-
ment process in the MOs were usually already involved in the project and the imple-
mentation at an early stage, not only because the sheer creation of these roles was im-
portant to the successful change, but also their experience made them able to capitalize 
on their involvement with GPD/IT2. 

In addition to the establishment of these roles, the second major cross-process 
alignment activity was meetings held for the implementation of GPD/IT2. These meet-
ings were especially pertinent at the level of the Local Process Expert. MO Germany 
reported very positive experiences and measurable outcomes from these meetings.  
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“We are the CRM team. And the intersection to other experts gets man-
aged in a regular meeting where all experts come together. There we dis-
cuss change issues, release upgrades and any kind of changes that are oc-
curring with the introduction of new processes or the implementation of 
new IT system components so that we can implement those constructively 
in the organization.” (LPE) 

A German Local Process Expert for SCM added: 

“So we in the MO have those monthly meetings with the LPEs. That works 
very well; I have to mention that, it is really super.” (LPE) 

Finally, the third main coordination activity was placing LPEs into one office 
space. Again MO Germany described this effort as particularly helpful with respect to 
coordination of GPD/IT2. 

“Also the practice of just calling out something to someone took place all 
the time, ‘hello, I have found something here that might also be important 
to you’. That worked really well. … [Because] we have been sitting to-
gether in one office for very long even after the implementation…. That 
way you just become aware of things. The guy over there talks on the tele-
phone about something and you pick it up. That is great. I can really rec-
ommend that.” (LPE) 

A member of the change management team commented on these practices 

“In Austria the Local Process Experts are all in the same room. And in 
Belgium and in Germany they have LPE meetings where they meet once or 
twice a month and discuss the cross-process interfaces. I think that is very 
reasonable.” (CBE) 

Summarizing this step, a GPO stressed the importance of institutionalizing these 
local business process roles and establishing communication opportunities for cross-
process reconciliation. 

“I need fulltime resources after go-live. I need an established structure 
and [I need to] establish a communication platform on all levels. I need 
the general managers so that I can discuss strategic issues…. I need the 
process experts and I need to create a forum for them to meet.” (GPO) 

These activities, however, were not without problems―in several instances they 
were neglected due to more pressing issues and problems within the business proc-
esses. A GPM elaborated on the difficulties with cross-process issues, the need for co-
ordination and the improvement potential of GPD/IT2 in that respect. 

“Cross-team? No, because we have enough work. Yes, that is the potential 
for the future where we can improve. However, we have to make the basis 
first, everybody in his own process team. And that is why most of the issues 
and the problems we have are really cross-team issues because there we 
can really improve. However, you have to set priorities and you have to 
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work with the basics that things are working in the new process team re-
sponsibility. Then you can see that there is a medium coordination. How-
ever, the big potential for GPD/IT2 is this cross-team issue…. and that’s 
why most of the issues and the problems we have are really cross-team is-
sues.” (GPM) 

6.3.1.3. Global cross-process and IT2-GPD coordination 

Not only on the local level but also on the global project level coordination and 
experience sharing activities were undertaken to accomplish successful change. Within 
the global GPD/IT2 teams these activities focused mainly on cross-process coordina-
tion as well as on an alignment between the IT2 and the GPD business process part of 
the project. The coordination efforts on the global level already commenced during the 
initial kernel build-up and business process design, by physically locating team mem-
bers together.  

“We had everyone in one room… We had more or less a trainings camp at 
the beginning at our headquarter. We didn’t do any implementations for a 
year and a half but only trained people, informed the ones who were not 
involved in the project and built the system so it would be ready for the 
first implementation.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

For all of the development, design and training effort, the coordination between 
the global processes and between the BPs and IT was an important aspect. Locating all 
team members in one room served these alignment requirements well. 

“What really works very well is the cooperation on the employee level. 
You know the people. The kernel build-up where we were all sitting to-
gether in the office created a good culture of doing things jointly, of open-
ness and of willingness to talk.” (GPO) 

But after the joint project office was abandoned, and the focus shifted from the 
initial kernel development to the implementations and continuous development of 
GPD/IT2, the coordination became more complex and difficult, but remained a crucial 
requirement. The dichotomy between IT and the BPs had always posed a considerable 
challenge and often was cited as a source for discontent. 

“And that is exactly the weak spot of the project now that it got set up 
rather from the IT side which had of course really pushed the project a lot. 
But it lacks coordination between the IT side on the one hand and the 
business side on the other hand. Also there is a lack of understanding of 
the complexity between the two of them.” (GPO) 

However, the IT teams and personnel often also functioned as coordination agents 
between the various business processes through activities that supported an alignment 
of the various GPD/IT2 processes. A global project manager explained that especially 
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for the release updates and CRTs IT personnel would assess the impact that changes or 
updates in one business process would have on other processes. 

“The other areas are being integrated to see whether changes in CRM 
have an impact on finance or on reporting. That is being done within the 
IT. How and if that is done on the business side I cannot say for sure.” 
(Global project manager) 

A GPO added with respect to cross-process coordination: 

“It doesn’t really function well yet. It works a bit via IT because every-
thing merges in IT and they might realize it somewhere and then they in-
form us. So there we have the IT somewhat as a filter in between because 
they are always involved in the development and customizing. But it is a 
bit strenuous.” (GPO) 

But the effectiveness of the coordination and alignment between the business and 
the IT part differed from global process team to team―or at least the perception 
thereof.  

“There are teams where the division and distribution of the roles between 
business and IT and global and local works very well. They work very well 
and efficiently together. That is the case in the ASS team and Customer 
Complaint Handling. They are not the biggest ones but they are the far-
thest and are working very closely. And where it also works well even 
though it is a huge area is Marketing and Sales. They also have pretty 
good people who work together as a team. And where it is difficult is the 
Supply Chain area. That’s because they have a very strong fragmentation 
into specialty topics in the business part.” (Global project manager) 

So a central objective and challenge in the GPD/IT2 project was perceived to be 
the “orchestration across business processes. That is an aspect that is missing out a bit” 
(GPO).  

The main activities and forums for the global GPD/IT2 team to exchange experi-
ences and coordinate, align and calibrate the various business processes amongst each 
other were (1) the Coordination Team meetings, (2) the GPD Board meetings, and (3) 
the physical location of team members. As mentioned before there were other activi-
ties and aspects that facilitated these exchanges like the joint execution of the local 
implementations. But to illustrate this practice these three aspects will be depicted in 
more detail.  

The Coordination Team meetings were weekly meetings that were held through-
out the course of the GPD/IT2 project. The owner of the meetings was the global 
GPD/IT2 project manager who scheduled the meetings and compiled their agendas. If 
the project manager was not available or did not see a need for the meetings they were 
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canceled. The Coordination Team meetings were, together with the GPD Board, the 
main platform and activity on the global level for experience sharing and discussion of 
cross-process issues.  

 “We have the Coordination Team meetings. That is the formal forum to 
discuss issues like cross-team topics. That’s why it is called Coordination 
Team.” (GPO) 

But despite being defined and recognized as the main and official platform and ac-
tivity for coordination and experience sharing, the Coordination Team meetings were 
seen by most participants with a “hate-love relationship” (GPO). Asked about the co-
ordination activities one GPO remarked 

“Well, we do have the methods and tools. They should be sufficient. The 
Coordination Team should play that role if it was regarded as such by all. 
But as long as it is an event that only takes place when the project man-
ager is present and it only deals with topics that he himself puts on the 
agenda, then it is not it. I don’t think it is seen by all as the committee 
within which things are getting discussed.” (GPO) 

The Coordination Team meetings were being critiqued for the way they were con-
ducted and for the issues that were discussed there. As a newcomer to the meetings 
revealed about the conduct: 

“I have an ambivalent impression of the meetings. The first thing that I did 
was to ask the project manager to stop the habit that had gotten adapted to 
work on private emails during the meeting. If that is not stopped I would 
not come to the meeting anymore because in the first meeting everyone 
came with their notebook except me and everyone played around the 
whole time. What are they doing, I thought. And then I looked around and 
everyone had their emails open.” (GPM) 

The critique about the content and issues addressed in the meetings also included 
several aspects, mainly, that the actual intended cross-process coordination was not 
achieved sufficiently.  

“In part it is purely a meeting to award duties to be completed by next 
Friday or whenever… It is not enough a meeting of cross-process reflec-
tion and consideration of all of GPD/IT2… I’d wish for the future to have 
something… where the team leads jointly, define their processes and dis-
cuss about what they are planning to do, what their vision is, what they 
want to accomplish in the next few releases, where do they have a mutual 
impact… or to say, what do we want to achieve together?” (GPM) 
“It is not a discussion forum. I don’t know why… but in my opinion it 
would be one intention of the coordination meeting that for example Sup-
ply Chain explains how it organizes certain things so that Marketing and 
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Sales could benefit from that and the other way around. That is not hap-
pening.” (GPM) 
“It should also have taken place when the project manager was not there. 
He had a daft position as he was the only one who pushed it. If he wasn’t 
there nobody missed it… The coordination between the teams never really 
worked well...There were too many things that just got done that had an 
impact on other teams but that never got discussed in the Coordination 
Team.” (GPO) 

Apparently the potential for cross-process coordination that most participants ap-
preciated was not fully realized as the critique illustrated. 

“It would have been a great basis to discuss critical issues from the im-
plementations and the developments and cross-process issues: listen, we 
are doing this and that. What do the others need to know so that we don’t 
need another 50 meetings for each issue but have one platform. That 
would have been the right forum.” (GPO) 

The second main coordination and experience sharing activity and platform was 
the GPD Board meetings which took place once a month. The participants of the GPD 
Board meeting were all GPOs, the head of CBE, the global GPD/IT2 project man-
ager/CIO, representatives of key IT functions, and the executive sponsor of GPD/IT2, 
CaseCo’s executive board member for Human Resources, Finance and Information 
Technology, who was the owner of the meeting. The topics focused more on strategic 
issues than the Coordination Team meetings, but they also addressed on cross-process 
issues.  

“Issues first go into the Coordination Team in case it is operational. And 
if it is more strategic and long term or across all processes it goes into the 
GPD Board.” (CBE) 

The GPD Board was seen as a very successful and effective platform by the par-
ticipants.  

“What has been established very well is the GPD Board. I consider that a 
very good institution. We have full awareness there by the participants and 
through the presence of the executive board member… And he also really 
goes into the other areas like logistics and Marketing and Sales. He really 
enters cross-organizationally into the different areas. And that makes it 
into a very potent team. It is a very good instrument.” (GPO) 

The issues and topics discussed in the GPD Board included, amongst many others, 
the pilot audits and business improvement reviews held in Austria and Benelux and 
their results, the roll-out plans and schedules, GPD/IT2 KPIs, reports and reporting, 
productivity gains and objectives, IT2 release updates and resources allocation, project 
priorities and prioritizations as well as aspects and characteristics of the process or-



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 241 

ganization (GPD Board minutes). All of these topics heavily involved cross-process 
coordination requirements. Furthermore, the GPD Board served to prepare updates and 
decision propositions for CaseCo’s executive management team (EMT, formerly 
EMG) around GPD/IT2 issues. Several GPOs were also members of the EMT. 

“We have one day per year with the EMT which is the executive board 
plus the next leadership level, where we are talking only about GPD/IT2. 
And there every GPO presents his topics and describes the state of affairs 
within his process.” (CBE) 

This EMT GDP/IT2 day was the highest level coordination activity for the overall 
project. 

“These GPD/IT2 days in the EMT are used… to inform in breadth but also 
lead discussions again about how do we proceed [with the process organi-
zation].” (GPO) 

The need for, as well as the challenges with, the coordination activities were 
clearly seen by the global GPD/IT2 team.  

 “We need to raise the question whether we will need a GPD Board, Co-
ordination Team meeting and other structures in the second phase and 
whether they are the right ones. But you need some kind of structure to get 
the GPOs all on one table.” (GPO) 

Consequently, in what could be seen as a combination of the change process de-
sign and (re-)integration practice25, it was decided in the middle of 2005 to integrate 
and more closely connect the GPD Board with the EMT, have the executive board 
member for Marketing and Sales assume ownership of the GPD Board, and have sev-
eral members of the EMT join the GPD Board (meetings). These rearrangements of 
some of the coordination mechanisms within GPD/IT2 aimed at addressing and resolv-
ing problems that the global project team continually encountered with respect to 
alignment and coordination. In this way, a closer synchronization between CaseCo’s 
on-going business and GPD/IT2 was also to be provided; this will be discussed in 
greater detail later in the text.  

However, besides these mostly effective coordination activities, there were also 
incidents of missing or failed coordination. On the global level, one such example was 
the diverse approaches taken with the local Expert Meetings or Process Weeks. As the 
global project manager acknowledged: 

                                              
25 See chapter 6.11 
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“That is not really 100% synchronized between the various process teams. 
We will possibly have not only one solution but many.” (GPD/IT2 project 
manager) 

This was indeed the case with respect to the topic areas addressed in the Expert 
Meetings or Process Weeks, as well as the way they were carried out. The introduction 
of building blocks represents one such example of missing coordination. Marketing 
and Sales and Supply Chain Management introduced building blocks for their proc-
esses, which were meant to serve as key pillars on the way of achieving higher produc-
tivity and customer satisfaction as well as establishing the process organization. How-
ever, none of the other process teams officially knew of the building block approach. 
Furthermore, the experiences gained by the M&S and SCM teams were not shared 
with one another or with the other process teams.  

“How it is done in the other areas? I think Marketing and Sales invests 
heavily in that, too, to define where they want to go. I don’t see that in the 
other areas. But we have not really discussed that in that form that we 
said, what is the vision of human resources or of finance? They have their 
topics they are working on. They could probably build those building 
blocks around it but it has not been defined explicitly.” (GPO) 
“Well, when I started I have asked around how the others are doing it but 
not to an extent that we have really shared things with each other and 
said, ok, we have tried this but it didn’t work, this and that was more suc-
cessful…. Where we surely have a weak spot is this cross-process. That’s 
what I see as a weakness of the whole GPD/IT2 topic. And we are not 
good in the exchange there… We have also thought about inviting other 
process [representatives] to those Process Weeks. That has never hap-
pened. That is more a vision for the future but the exchange doesn’t hap-
pen yet, not to an extent as it should be. And that doesn’t only apply for the 
Process Weeks but to all teams.” (GPO) 

Other steps that were reportedly lacking were cross-process coordination or coor-
dination between IT and the BPs. These included the roll-out and implementation of 
GPD/IT2 in remote areas and small market organizations (GPO), the reengineering 
and upgrade of the remedy system (GPM), the synchronization between the IT2 re-
lease updates and the local implementations (Global project manager, GPM), resource 
allocation for change requests (GPM), and the subject of reporting (GPO). 

Measures that were applied by the global GPD/IT2 team, and cited as working in 
favor of the coordination and experience sharing practice, included the physical con-
centration of team members in the same building or office space (CBE, GPO) and fur-
ther distribution of relevant documentation and meeting minutes (GPM). Other meth-
ods and activities that were suggested as ways to alleviate some of these cross-process 
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problems also included the aforementioned joint participation in the “Culture Voyage” 
team camp (GPO). 

Besides the cross-process and process/IT coordination activities, the GPD/IT2 
change process required further coordination and experience sharing between and 
across the different market organizations, and between the global project team and the 
local MOs. These coordination activities will be portrayed next. 

6.3.1.4. Global cross-MO and global-local team coordination 

For the coordination between CaseCo’s market organizations and between the 
MOs and the global GPD/IT2 team the project provided institutionalized roles that 
acted as coordinators. Moreover, it supplied a general meeting platform which was 
supposed to provide the stage for coordination and experience sharing activities. GPOs 
and GPMs were charged with coordination responsibilities. These individuals and their 
global business process teams were the initial point of contact within the project for all 
matters related to the business processes. For each global GPD/IT2 process, the GPO 
and his organization was responsible for the coordination of all activities related to that 
process. These responsibilities were recognized and appreciated by the local project 
members. 

“I think it [the exchange between the local organizations] is something the 
GPM should coordinate.” (Local project manager) 

Besides using the formal communication channels via the GPMs or GPOs, the lo-
cal project members also established and maintained informal individual contacts to 
colleagues in other MOs in order to exchange information, share experiences and align 
their activities with one another. 

“The adjustment between the MOs, well, I know from England that it hap-
pened informally in the project. So one user knows another user in Sweden 
or France and sends her a mail or called and asked, how did you do that? 
What are your solutions?” (Global project manager) 

These alignment activities were very much appreciated and supported by the 
global GPD/IT2 project teams, as they were seen as an important aspect within the 
change process. 

“There is informal networking and that is something which is very impor-
tant.” (Global project manager) 

One way of encouraging and promoting these exchanges and also providing for-
mal channels was gathering the local business process experts at the Expert Meetings 
or Process Weeks. Since some details of the Marketing and Sales Expert Meetings 
have already been elucidated in a previous section (see chapter 6.1.1), they will not be 
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repeated here. However, some specific coordination, experience and information shar-
ing mechanisms of these Expert Meetings will be discussed.  

Originally, the local Expert Meetings, sometimes called MO weeks, were initiated 
and designed to provide an opportunity for on-going training in the new GPD/IT2 
functionality, so called master classes, and a peer-to-peer experience exchange. The 
LPE meetings or Process Weeks also stemmed from the conviction that international 
networks and an experience exchange were not only important for GPD/IT2 on the 
executive manager level but also on the operational middle-management level.  

“You don’t only need global meetings of some senior management groups 
but you need global exchange meetings, optimization opportunities etc. on 
the working level.” (GM MO) 
“It is this leadership and steering structure that we have where we need to 
have meetings on the local expert level to exchange experiences, to de-
velop ideas or to prepare new releases, to test them and to consider how to 
implement it most effectively.” (CBE) 

Hence, these meetings provided the acknowledged means for coordination and ex-
change in two major directions. The first direction was that between the MOs on a 
peer-to-peer basis. 

“We can take the experience of the other MOs to improve our processes so 
this is very important, to take experiences from the other ones and give 
also our experiences to the other ones so we grow all together.” (Local 
project manager and member of executive board) 
“We need some special meetings to keep the people involved… to share 
the information and the best practice.” (Local topic lead and member of 
executive board) 

The meetings, for example, provided the means for intra-company benchmarking, 
or a “natural benchmark between the MOs.” (LPE) 

The second important direction of coordination and exchange was that between 
the global project teams and the Local Process Experts. As a Local Process Expert ex-
plained: 

“We [the Local Process Experts] are the ones who take ideas into the 
global team and document certain needs with the global team in order to 
then take it into the field… because the Local Process Expert teams are the 
ones who go around the organization with their oil can and lubricate the 
transmission with their know-how and their expertise so that the processes 
work better.” (LPE) 

Accordingly, the LPE meetings were used as a platform for a general exchange on 
best practices, approaches that worked well and not so well, and general experiences 
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with GPD/IT2. Furthermore, they were used for specific coordination activities like 
prioritizing change requests (CRTs) submitted by the MOs. As mentioned before, the 
required development resources for all CRTs for any IT2 release upgrade usually ex-
ceeded the available IT resources. Hence, the CRTs needed to be discussed, ranked 
and prioritized according to generally agreed criteria. In the course of GPD/IT2, this 
responsibility was assumed by the global Expert Meetings.  

“We are gathering basically all possible change requests from the differ-
ent market organizations and then we ask again… every MO to prioritize 
and then we look at it as a global team… and we go through these change 
requests again together and do the prioritization at the end together.” 
(GPM) 

In general, coordination and experience sharing were the main aims of the Process 
Weeks or Expert Meetings. Their objectives were summarized as “experience ex-
change”, “platform for prioritization”, “learn from each other”, “personally know each 
other and the community”, “arrive at a common understanding”, “support each other”, 
“exchange ideas”, “build trust”, “present best practices”, and “take joint decisions” 
(GPOs, GPMs, several LPEs and LPMs). And universally, the meetings were seen as 
the means to achieve these objectives of coordination and exchange. 

A final example of coordination and experience exchange activities will highlight 
activities undertaken to align the GPD/IT2 project with the CaseCo organization and 
its on-going operations, a crucial aspect of the success of the change process. 

6.3.1.5. Global coordination of GPD/IT2 with the CaseCo organization 

One of the many challenges of GPD/IT2 was its alignment and integration with 
the CaseCo organization and CaseCo’s on-going business operations. As GPD/IT2 
was carried out as a project with the respective project structure, set-up and organiza-
tion the change initiative, activities and objectives needed to be integrated into and 
coordinated with the CaseCo organization, management and business.  

“If you want it [GPD/IT2] to be a success you have to drive it through to 
the line and you will probably have to convince a few people. You will 
have a lot of discussions at every level again, general management, middle 
management, work force. But you have to go through these discussions 
and again find common ground and this is the best way to deal with what 
we want to achieve with our strategy. And only then, if you communicate 
clearly that message, you can do the process change.” (GPM) 

The alignment of GPD/IT2 not only had to take place on the local marketing or-
ganization level, but also on the global and corporate level of CaseCo. This reconcilia-
tion posed a particular challenge to the project as several interview partners pointed 
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out. The coordination of GPD/IT2 with CaseCo’s organization and business took place 
mainly through activities of individual GPOs who held operational line functions in 
addition to their project role. This was, for example, the case for the Supply Chain 
Management, FICO and HR processes. Secondly, several meeting cycles were desig-
nated to align and coordinate GPD/IT2 with the rest of the organization. These meet-
ings included the Marketing and Sales Summits, the International Logistics Meetings, 
and the annual GPD/IT2 day with the EMT. 

Nevertheless, the coordination with two groups of important organizational actors 
was perceived as underdeveloped by several project members. These groups were the 
region heads, the managers responsible for all market regions and MOs, and the busi-
ness units that were responsible for the product lines. 

Difficulties in this coordination process were encountered for example in the set-
ting of objectives for process KPIs and the budget and financial planning. The region 
head was the responsible manager for the market organizations who shared a dotted 
line with the Marketing and Sales GPO, and who was the functional manager of the 
M&S process for which the GMs acted as Local Process Managers. 

“The region head was pretty much left outside in the first round. And he 
was pretty frustrated that he got displaced and not involved… So for the 
next round we are trying to involve the region head more in the objective 
setting process so that the GPO involves the region head and says, these 
are your countries. This is what we intend and that is what we want to dis-
cuss, so that both pull in the same direction. And when the region head 
goes to the country to agree the overall budget he also has the input of the 
GPO.” (CBE) 

Furthermore, the formal integration of the business units into the project and in-
volvement in project issues was mentioned as low. 

“The business units are formally not involved in the whole project, also 
the regions are not. So I guess a region controller could say, okay, I want 
to evaluate how we could enhance the cooperation and the communica-
tion.” (Global project manager) 

As these aspects of the coordination had been identified as low and underdevel-
oped, the global project members took the initiative to try and improve this alignment 
in the course of GPD/IT2. 

“[The cooperation between the Marketing and Sales GPO organization 
and the region heads] has certainly been improved this year [2005]. I also 
think because more organizations are live with GPD/IT2 it is more rele-
vant for a region head because a larger share of his revenue comes from 
GPD/IT2 MOs… So automatically he gets more involved.” (GPO) 
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Consequently, with the closer integration of the GPD Board and the EMT in 
2005―and the increased incentive for more managers to get involved in GPD/IT2 due 
to its advanced state―the coordination activities between the CaseCo organization and 
the GPD/IT2 project improved, but they remained as a considerable challenge. 

6.3.1.6. Summary 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Coordination and experi-
ence sharing during MO 
implementation 

Identification of project 
members, scheduling of 
meetings, design of 
meeting and communi-
cation plan 

Exchange of employ-
ees, appointment of 
teams, execution of 
meetings and documen-
tation of results 

Local involvement and inte-
gration of issues from all 
functional departments for 
joint resolution 

Local cross-process 
coordination after im-
plementation 

Planning and design of 
working space and 
meeting cycles, desig-
nation of key personnel  

Carrying out meetings, 
re-locating project 
members, allocate per-
sonnel 

On-going, coordinated im-
provement across all func-
tions and processes 

Global cross-process and 
IT2-GPD coordination 

Outlining allocation 
concept, assigning roles 
and responsibilities to 
individuals and teams, 
crafting meeting cycles 

Accomplish team allo-
cation, perform coordi-
nation meetings 

Alignment of IT and busi-
ness, harmonized and coordi-
nated business processes and 
joint development 

Global cross-MO and 
global-local team coor-
dination 

Devise and initiate 
meeting cycles and 
identify required par-
ticipants 

Carry out meetings with 
required coordinating 
activities and provide 
exchange opportunities 

Accomplishment of targeted 
common business processes, 
increased motivation and 
learning from each other 

Global coordination of 
GPD/IT2 with the 
CaseCo organization 

Identify important link-
ages between business 
and project, consider 
project impact on busi-
ness 

Execute information 
and coordination meet-
ings 

Alignment of change initia-
tive with organization and 
on-going business 

Table 7: Coordination and experience sharing practice - case summary 

 

Within this chapter I have given several examples of the GPD/IT2 change initia-
tive where specific coordination and experience sharing activities could be observed, 
and where a considerable impact on enacting the intended changes of GPD/IT2 could 
be recognized. These examples included (1) coordination and experience sharing ac-
tivities during MO implementations that included documentation, team selection and 
cross process alignment activities, (2) local cross-process coordination activities after 
the implementation, which focused on the Local Process Expert installation, spatial 
collocation, and local meeting cycles, (3) global cross-process and IT2-GPD coordina-
tion activities mainly of the GPD Board and the Coordination Team, (4) global cross-
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MO and global-local coordination activities of the Expert Meetings, and (5) the global 
coordination of GPD/IT2 with the CaseCo organization that aimed at aligning the 
change process with the on-going organization and business. These examples are sum-
marized again in Table 7. 

Having looked at these illustrative GPD/IT2 sub-cases within which coordination 
and experience sharing practices have played an important role, the next section will 
further specify the issues and topics this change practice comprises and focuses on.  

6.3.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

The past sections have provided several different illustrative examples within the 
GPD/IT2 project where coordination and experience sharing activities were being im-
plemented and executed. These activities were performed at different levels of the pro-
ject, at various times and with diverse foci. Nonetheless, these practices seem to have 
many common characteristics and objectives, which will be elaborated in this section. 

With the research carried out on the GPD/IT2 project I was able to identify five 
main activities that could be regarded as comprised in the coordination and experience 
sharing practice, or constituting its substance. The activities that were most often ob-
served and/or cited in interviews as promoting coordination and experience sharing 
were (1) people selection, (2) people exchange, (3) documentation and information, (4) 
meetings and discussions, and (5) physical pooling of teams.  These activities have 
been illustrated in the cases described above within specific incidents and will be clari-
fied more generally in this section. But prior to this discussion the objectives that are 
being pursued with this practice should be debated, as the reasons stated for carrying it 
out were especially numerous.  

A general aim of the practice within GPD/IT2 was the coordination of people and 
activities that could support the purpose of the project without wasting resources and 
doing double work, as several interview quotes demonstrate. 

“Here we have an opportunity to find the levers which we can pull… to 
achieve our strategic goals but not wasting a lot of resources building it 
here and there.” (GPM) 
 “We need something, let’s say some special meetings to keep the people 
involved… and share the information and the best practices so the less 
time you have to spend in finding the solution that maybe Portugal has al-
ready found.” (Local topic lead and member of executive board) 

An important requirement for these activities was the involvement of key stake-
holders on all levels and particularly the management teams. 
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“The involvement for me is most important, involvement of low level peo-
ple and …involvement of the management.” (Local project manager) 
“Get upper management involvement because this [the changes] needs to 
be lived.” (GPM) 

Involving all relevant constituents allowed coordination of tasks and the pursuit of 
other aims of this change practice, including gaining input, identifying best practices, 
obtaining buy-in and motivation to complement reporting, reviewing and controlling 
the change process, and supporting the change through peer pressure.  

 “And one of the most powerful instruments is peer pressure.” (CBE) 
“Being involved in GPD/IT2… is a good satisfaction, believe me, not only 
for them but also for me. I am directly involved in the project and that is a 
way to be motivated, involved and stimulated.” (Local topic lead and 
member of executive board) 
“It provides the opportunity to illustrate best practices.” (GPO) 

Furthermore, the practice was seen as a valuable platform to share and build 
common expectations, understandings, agreement, common language, personal net-
works and a common mind-set.  

“Perhaps one of the most critical success factors is having a clear set of 
expectations of what we are going to do and why we are going to do it.” 
(GPM) 
 “I think the exciting part about that is the experiences exchange in all the 
process areas among the organizations.” (Global project manager) 
 “Mind-set is important. That we not only come together and then go our 
separate ways but that we will stay together and that is why those learning 
platforms on different levels are important.” (GPO) 

And finally the objective was expressed to train and inform participants, spread 
knowledge and experience, educate employees about the changes, develop competen-
cies and high performing employees, as well as maintain and share acquired knowl-
edge. 

“A threat that I see to this project is that we have built up so much knowl-
edge but people with CaseCo usually also move on into other jobs. So how 
do we make sure that we keep the knowledge?” (GPM) 
“We have had some change in the project and we need to make sure that 
this works smoothly, that the new people know what the objectives of the 
project are, how the timeline looks like, what is being expected from them, 
what are their duties… We have enough people, it is more the coordina-
tion of them.” (Global project manager) 
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“This is very important, to obtain experiences from the other ones and 
also give our experience to the others, so we grow all together.” (Local 
project manager) 
“To learn more from each other that people don’t feel alone there in the 
MO…., identify with what we do, on the personal level know each other 
and exchange some experience.” (GPM) 

In general, the objectives could be summarized as coordinating people and activi-
ties in order to share information and experiences, to build trust, to arrive at common 
understandings and expectations as well as to take joint decisions and build on inputs, 
experiences and best practices through involvement, buy-in, alignment, training and 
education. 

Within GPD/IT2 this multitude of objectives were intended to be achieved with 
the aforementioned activities of key people selection and exchange, documentation 
and information, meeting management, and physical pooling of teams.  

The selection of people for the project and the exchange of employees took place 
on the global level as well as on the local level and was, because of the immensity of 
the GPD/IT2 project, a challenging and on-going task. Also because CaseCo managed 
and executed the project almost exclusively with internal employees, this undertaking 
was important enough to the project, that the integration of project members consti-
tutes an individual change practice, which will be further elaborated on in chapter 
6.11.  

Project and progress documentation and reporting activities were mainly designed 
and executed for information, documentation and training purposes. With the docu-
ments and reports, changes and the progressions of GPD/IT2 were communicated to 
the local organizations and their management as well as to the global project teams and 
the corporate management. Therefore, a multitude of documents and reports were pre-
pared by change team members and distributed widely. The distribution was carried 
out, to a large extent, through a dedicated project computer drive to which all project 
members had access through the intranet. All process documentation, specification and 
training material could also be found in a special intranet section labeled Global Proc-
ess Documentation System (GPDS). 

The multitude of meetings dedicated to coordination and experience sharing ac-
tivities within GPD/IT2 not only constituted a large part of the project management 
activities, they were also adapted in the course of the project in order to support chang-
ing coordination requirements. An example is the GPD Board, which was initiated in 
2003 and was linked closely with the EMT in 2005. 
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Finally, the physical allocation of project team members was also an activity em-
ployed on the global and the local level. Especially during the initial phase of 
GPD/IT2, the complete global project team was located in one open-plan office at the 
headquarters for several months. When the project transitioned from the pure kernel 
build-up and design phase to also include local implementations, and the project team 
grew too big to be located in one single office, many project members still remained in 
the same building at an office location at the headquarter. This was done to reduce the 
distances between the project members and to facilitate unofficial coordination. Also, 
the local implementation teams were often assigned their own joint project rooms or 
facilities which allowed for a pooling of the team members. Examples include the 
French and the Italian project teams. 

In summary, the objective of the ‘coordination and experience sharing’ practice is 
a thorough and comprehensive alignment, reconciliation and harmonization of the dif-
ferent project members and activities as well as the organizational levels, units, func-
tions and processes involved in the change. The practice aims at coordinating and ex-
changing every kind of information, experience and perceptions and integrating pro-
ject issues and members on an emotional, intellectual, relational, cultural and task-
oriented level, in order to support the effectiveness of strategic change processes.  

6.3.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

The practice of coordination and experience sharing is closely related to the rela-
tional constructionist understanding of change, and the construction of social reality 
through interaction, communication and interrelation (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; 
Dachler & Hosking, 1995; Hosking et al., 1995). The relational perspective maintains 
that the fundamental issues for understanding organizational processes, leadership, 
management and change lie in “the complex interrelatedness of organizational actors” 
(Dachler, 1991: 173) and that therefore, attention should rest on relationships and col-
laboration, not individuals. Therefore practices of coordination and experience sharing 
can add to the comprehension of “how realities of leadership are interpreted within the 
network of relations, how organizations are designed, directed, controlled and devel-
oped on the bases of collectively generated knowledge about organizational realities, 
and how decisions and actions are embedded in collective interpretation, sense-making 
and attribution processes from which structures of social interdependencies emerge 
and in turn reframe the collectively generated organizational realities.” (Dachler, 1991: 
171)  
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One possible way of collaborating and relating, in this sense, is carried out 
through activities of cooperation and experience sharing. Leadership, including that of 
change, in a constructionist epistemology is perceived as “a fundamentally collective, 
social-relational process of organizational design and change.” (Dachler, 1991: 169) 
Coordination and experience sharing activities then constitute specific “relational 
processes involved in creating reality” (Hosking & Anderson, 1992: 3) with a particu-
lar focus on the construction of change processes. When people enact the creation of 
their contexts and social reality of change “through their relationships with their con-
text, particularly with and through their relationships with other people” (Hosking & 
Morley, 1991: x-xi), they engage in acts of coordination and interrelation. Conse-
quently, the change practice of coordination and experience sharing is an activity 
within the general relational process of reality creation with a particular emphasis on 
the matters and aspects important to change.  

The notion of this change practice, therefore, could be seen as corroborating a re-
lational and collaborational perspective of leadership and change (Denis et al., 2001). 
Particularly in situations and organizations of ‘ambiguity’, these activities have been 
found to be highly effective (Pettigrew et al., 1992a; Denis, Langley, & Cazale, 1996). 
Several authors stress the importance and effectiveness of “collaboration: more spe-
cifically the formation of a tightly knit group of actors that can perform specialized, 
differentiated, and complementary roles in moving the organization in the desired di-
rection.” (Denis et al., 1996: 689) Also, Pettigrew et al. (1992a: 99) found that in the 
most successful change processes “different actors had different skills and handled 
alternative aspects of the change process but worked together as a group.” This ap-
proach then required collaborative relationships and activities of coordination and ex-
perience sharing. In addition to particularly ‘ambiguous’ organizations, the importance 
and effectiveness of those activities for change and implementation processes, leader-
ship and decision making have also been shown in other and independent of the con-
texts (Nutt, 1986, 1989). 

Moreover, a related body of research that has indicated the importance and value 
of collaboration, coordination and specifically experience sharing includes the organ-
izational learning concept (March, 1991). Organizational learning, like change, is gen-
erally perceived as containing a collection of individuals who are acting and learning 
at various and multiple levels, and in locations within an organization that involves the 
participation, interaction and cooperation of these individuals (Watkins & Marsick, 
1993). “Organizations that develop effective instruments of coordination and commu-
nication probably can be expected to do better (on average)” (March, 1991: 84). The 
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coordination and experience exchange practice confirms this point with respect to the 
effectiveness of strategic change processes.  

In addition to emphasizing and confirming the general value and meaning of this 
change practice, my research results also provide more detailed insights into the direc-
tion and focus of change practices. As the examples given above illustrate, there were 
three main directions for the coordination and experience sharing practice involved in 
GPD/IT2. Firstly, these involved a horizontal direction. Coordination activities with a 
horizontal bearing aimed at a synchronization and collaboration between the various 
global GPD processes, between the business processes and IT, and between the vari-
ous organizational units such as the market organizations. Secondly, the activities tar-
geted a vertical coordination between the global and the local teams and between the 
top, middle and lower management levels of the project (e.g. GPO-GPM, LPM-LPE-
super user). And finally, the practice included coordination activities that linked the 
change project and its execution to other teams, units and operations of the organiza-
tion. The combined consideration and execution of the change practice in all of these 
directions could be considered important for an effective formation of such a compre-
hensive strategic change process. 

6.4. First interim summary 
So far I have introduced and described three change practices that were present 

within CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 change process. The change process design practice con-
centrates on deliberating, drafting and creating the process steps and activities that 
helped enact and advance the changes from a process perspective. The change process 
evaluation practice focuses on an assessment of these activities that are being per-
formed to enact and construct the change process and to ensure that lessons about the 
change practices are generated and incorporated into the change process. Finally, co-
ordination and experience sharing is a practice that takes into consideration all activi-
ties performed to organize, align and reconcile change activities and assure an ade-
quate exchange of experience, knowledge and ideas. All of these three practices, thus, 
deal with change process considerations and the involved activities that are concerned 
with the enactment and advancement of change.  

So besides being activities or practices important to the execution of change itself, 
the substance and focus of these change practices are issues primarily related, in a 
broad sense, to the process aspects of change (Pettigrew, 1987). Through these prac-
tices the change process aspects are generally considered and ‘designed’, ‘evaluated’, 
and ‘coordinated’. Consequently, their substance and objective could be summarized 
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as to dealing with drafting and crafting a situated change process and change activities 
that are best suited for accomplishing the change. Successful performance of these 
change practices means knowing what needs to be done in order to get things done and 
execute the change process with coordinated, joint actions. As a result the execution of 
these three practices should lead to a well designed, effective and coordinated change 
process that provides for feedback and learning iterations. Accordingly, these practices 
not only have a performative element and character that concentrate on enacting, exe-
cuting and performing the practice, they also have a reflective element and character 
dealing with the contemplation, deliberation and planning of the practices themselves. 
These two elements are inseparably intertwined. 

6.5. Objective refining and clarification 
The next change practice identified as important and effective in enacting the 

change process of GPD/IT2 is the one of ‘objective refining and clarification’. As the 
name already indicates, this practice mainly concentrates on all activities related to the 
clarification, detailing, refining and expanding or in other words further exploration of 
the objective and content of GPD/IT2.  

 “So the most important topic, in my perspective, is: We are currently ex-
tremely efficient in the implementation. That works relatively well. That 
works. The debate about the content matters will get more important 
again. You can also do the wrong thing very efficiently.” (GPD/IT2 rollout 
manager) 

Consequently, this is a practice that does not have the process dimension of 
change as its primary target but could be considered a content-related change practice. 
As it is still a practice, and therefore by definition, a part of the active procedure or 
process of change, this practice has the potential to link the process dimension with the 
content dimension of change. However, for reasons of clarity it will be considered a 
content-related change practice.  

The structure of the text below will follow the same outline as in the previous sec-
tions. In a first section, examples of objective refining and clarification practices will 
be given. Secondly, the specific focus and substance of this change practice will be 
discussed. And finally, the practice will be grounded in existing literature. 

6.5.1. Case examples of the objective refining and clarification practice 

Even though the overall purpose and objectives of GPD/IT2 had been established 
at the outset of the project they were still subject to change, revision, extension and 
clarification in the course of the change process. This attribute of the project became 
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particularly apparent in the following cases and project objectives: (1) Translation of 
GPD/IT2 objectives into local terms and context, (2) Change requests and ‘roll-back’ 
implementations, (3) Portrayal of the MO of the future, and (4) Definition of the proc-
ess organization. These examples will be discussed subsequently. 

6.5.1.1. Translation of GPD/IT2 objectives into local terms and context 

GPD/IT2 was a corporate launched project that defined its purpose and aims on a 
global, corporate-wide scale. Increasing customer satisfaction, organizational effi-
ciency and higher productivity were to be accomplished by changing the business 
processes of the local market organizations, which were responsible for the operational 
business execution. Consequently, the global GPD/IT2 purpose and objectives needed 
specification for the MOs as well as for adaptation to specific local situations. There-
fore, each time GPD/IT2 was implemented in a CaseCo MO, the general objective, 
scope and content of the project as well as the specifics of the global GPD processes 
and IT2 system had to be reiterated with the MO at hand. The aim of the discussions 
and communications about the project’s scope and objectives during the local imple-
mentations were to first communicate them in a comprehensible manner to the MO’s 
management and employees and secondly, to extend or refine the project with local 
process additions to further support the global project objectives.  

The first aspect of the local implementation of this change practice was explained 
well by a manager of global training and learning. 

“As soon as you got a vision, as soon as we are clear about what we can 
accomplish with that, what does it mean again to me in my role? What are 
my responsibilities? How much is that going to change? And here there is 
a work which is and has to be done at the local level as well as the global 
level. In other words my job could be different tomorrow than it is today. 
And how much do I accept these new responsibilities? How much do I ac-
cept the change? But again you see, it is change management and it is be-
ing able to communicate effectively what are going to be the changes at 
the level of my daily responsibilities, at the level of my job. So everything 
which is enabling us to have the people better understand the change in 
their daily life, in their job, and helping them to transition with training, 
coaching, whatever you want, to the new set of responsibilities is impor-
tant.” (Global training and learning) 

The purpose of this practice for the GPD/IT2 project was illustrated by a Global 
Process Manager who was strongly involved in the Italian implementation. 

“You saw it in Italy. Even though they have been involved in some meet-
ings in the past, they are just now starting to understand the concept and 
what it means for them and so this is just a normal learning curve for the 
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company itself…. I think the challenge is then taking that [the GPD/IT2 
content and objectives] back to the organization and making it something 
tangible and in many cases it doesn’t become tangible until we get into the 
implementation cycle because we really have to think about how we are 
going to do this then.” (GPM) 

The need for and the process of realizing the objectives and refining the content at 
the local level were emphasized during other implementations as well. The French 
project manager commented: 

“We participated in the selection of the software and after that in the core 
building for one year. But now we are of course seeing all the details etc. 
So perhaps we had a perception which has changed a little because we are 
now seeing that we can’t do a lot of things what we used to do with our 
own software. But that is okay, you have to adapt to the policy.” (Local 
project manager) 

From the global perspective, a GPO explained the challenges that local organiza-
tions were facing when going through the implementation and the reasons behind this 
change practice. 

“So when I consider that [the objectives] in the organization, then this is 
exactly the resistance that we still have sometimes and with which we have 
to deal. And this dealing with it is required because from the local per-
spective the advantages that we expect, these efficiency gains that are in-
herent to the concept, they are not apparent at the beginning because peo-
ple only have the local perspective. And then they compare the situation 
now where I can optimize my local processes and where I have fine-tuned 
my local system and several sub-processes have been running extremely 
well over the years, everything got optimized, and then there comes the 
global approach that gives the impression to be making a step back.” 
(GPO) 

Consequently, the local implementation methodology included and provided for a 
lot of activities to communicate and clarify the objectives and content of GPD/IT2 for 
the MOs, and to integrate those into the local business and market situation. The first 
stage in this procedure was the Site Operational Review (SOR) within which the gen-
eral objective of GPD/IT2 was laid out for the MO. 

“We presented that in a general overview what GPD/IT2 is all about and 
we showed them where we want to be at the end of the implementation.” 
(GPM) 

The results of the SOR were captured in the management letter and the before-
after-list, which detailed the changes for the MOs, initiated by GPD/IT2, and refined 
the GPD/IT2 objectives on the local level.  
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“And then the next step in this, with the business fit workshop, is to take 
the subject into detail and to say, okay, what is your business strategy? 
What is your pricing strategy? And how do we bring this together, your 
strategy, how can we support that? And how does this fit into where we 
are moving globally?” (GPM) 
“And if you don’t properly communicate that and again tell the sales force 
why we are doing this, explaining why and how, then no behavior will 
change and you spent this time for nothing.” (GPM) 

These results also shaped the activities for detailing and refining GPD/IT2 for the 
MOs, which took take place during the Site Preparation Phase. 

“That is the Site Preparation Phase, of course we do a lot of other things, 
too, we will go over the management letter, the document that we gener-
ated during the SOR where we identified all the gaps and we will basically 
start discussing, ok, this gap, what do we do? Is it a system change? No, it 
is a process change. Ok, how do we communicate this process change? 
Who is the target group? We have to provide some sort of training mate-
rial or at least a presentation of how we are going to tell them this.” 
(GPM) 

The Site Preparation Phase concluded with the Site Readiness Review, another 
milestone in detailing the content and objectives of GPD/IT2 locally. 

“In the Site Readiness Review we will have basically again the manage-
ment letter with all the gaps listed and hopefully for every gap that we 
identified a solution, process change, system change, it does not matter. 
But we have a solution in place and we will have an action plan, meaning 
we know what we will do when we are going to the implementation phase 
and make sure that we are getting this done, deadlines, people assigned, 
etc. That should be the outcome.” (GPM) 

From the local side a project member commented on these activities. 

“We discuss with each other in workshops what are the purposes of the 
new approach. How do we want to approach the customer? How can we 
serve the customer with the new strategy?” (Local topic lead and member 
of executive board) 

These activities were seen as crucial in order to determine and understand the 
changes that the local organization was facing. 

“Once we have defined what we want to do it is another important success 
factor to know at the end of the Site Preparation Phase the scope of the 
implementation.” (Local project manager) 
“To understand them means to me, to understand what an impact a 
change has on the company [MO] and consequently also on the profitabil-
ity of this company… We need to understand all those processes that we 
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are installing and that we understand the impact of the changes in detail.” 
(GM MO) 

For the go-live of GPD/IT2 and the time immediately following the launch―when 
the MO was working with the global processes―the detailed specification and quanti-
fication of the objectives and targets for each business process was another important 
activity for which the Local Process Manager and the Global Process Owner shared 
the responsibility. Within a joint reconciliation process the targets for the BPs were 
set. 

“We should discuss the targets between the GPO and the process respon-
sible.” (Local project manager) 

This procedure aimed at providing suitable and realistic targets for the MO that 
would appropriately support the global goals. Consequently, the practice of detailing, 
refining, interpreting and adjusting the content and objective of GPD/IT2 for and with 
the MOs was an important exercise during the implementations. These were also seen 
with a cautionary note, for example, from the project managers in France and Italy.  

“We are not re-discussing basically whether SAP is the right software or 
whether the processes are 100% identical with the French business model 
or what you are doing locally. Basically now we are executing.” (Global 
project manager) 
“At the end GPD can be adapted but not changed.” (Local project man-
ager) 

As noted by these two project managers, the aim of this change practice was not a 
complete re-evaluation of the overall GPD/IT2 purpose, but an adjustment, alignment 
and detailing of its aim with and for the MOs.  

Additionally, these activities of refining and clarifying the original objectives were 
not only intentional and with a clear objective in mind. As a GPM noted, they took 
place in every MO that was undergoing implementation of GPD/IT2 and again out of a 
perceived need to understand the changes necessary. This could lead to both a refine-
ment and a reevaluation and adjustment of the content.  

“When we were building up a process and we decided, no, we are not go-
ing to do this or that, that discussion pops up in every MO again. Why not 
do it like this? One of these days the guy who actually had the right argu-
ment stating why not will be gone and we will have to think, yeah, why 
not?” (GPM) 

The second objective―of refining and clarifying the change in the context of the 
local implementation―was to possibly extend or refine the project with local business 
procedures that would further enhance the global business processes. Despite the fact 
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that the objective and therefore the scope of GPD/IT2 had been defined at the outset of 
the project with the support and input from many different market organizations, once 
the implementation in an MO approached, several possible extensions were often iden-
tified. Examples were given by a project manager of MO France. 

“I think many things are missing… we talk about CRM that is customer re-
lationship management. You can do supplier relationship management, 
you can do investor relationship management and employee relationship 
management and so forth. I think we have many more ideas and require-
ments… we still have in terms of IT systems some systems around that we 
could replace… there are many things that we could do on top, I mean, 
intranet, define this as GPD.” (Global project manager) 

Some of the topics that were considered missing by some people in the global set-
up were found at the local level. An example constituted the customer fidelity program 
of MO Italy. It represented the means for the MO to increase its Marketing and Sales 
productivity, also an explicit goal of GPD/IT2. As the global Marketing and Sales 
process did not provide for a fidelity program, the local solution of MO Italy was con-
sidered a possible addition to the global process. Contemplating this option was an 
activity undertaken during the GPD/IT2 implementation at MO Italy in a joint effort of 
the local and global M&S managers. The responsibility to actively contemplate possi-
ble extensions and additions to the global business processes was explicitly pro-
nounced by some local project members.  

“We are or we see ourselves as the ones to approach the global team with 
new ideas and to document certain requirements with the global team. So 
my job is it to consider what I would like to have and then make a pro-
posal to my global partner. This global partner evaluates it and deems it 
good or bad or just a solution for Germany.” (LPE) 

One clearly defined procedure for dealing with these proposals for emerging addi-
tions, extensions or improvements was the CRT system, as explained in a previous 
section. 

Despite the execution of the ‘objective refining and clarification’ practice in the 
local implementations there were several points that had been defined as ‘out of scope’ 
for GPD/IT2 and were therefore supposed to remain out of scope. Consequently, the 
overall project management was not interested in a clarification and refinement of 
these points, even though it was sometimes deemed useful and necessary by other pro-
ject members. These points included, for example, the local compensation system and 
particularly the local organizational structure.  

“We know compensation is out of scope for GPD/IT2. But we need to ad-
dress this anyway.” (GPM) 
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 “If they want to execute their processes in the future in a certain way then 
they have to change their organization structure like this or that, or that 
are the possibilities they have. And what I have seen so far this is defini-
tively being excluded in the implementations. The only department where it 
is being done is IT…. The challenge will be to engage in discussions about 
the organizational structure.” (Global project manager) 
 “Well, one thing that pops into my mind immediately would be we leave 
the local organization, the set-up, we leave that local and I sometimes 
questions whether that makes sense… When I came here to the project 
they said we don’t speak about organization. We just speak about proc-
esses and the MO decides whatever organization they set-up. But it is not 
possible for different reasons. The organization has to follow a certain 
process so if I have a certain process the consequence is an organizational 
set-up… we are pushed from top management on productivity. So you have 
to speak about organization, organizational set-up is manpower and effi-
ciency. And it is a bit difficult… we can recommend that they follow the 
process but we should not also speak about the organization in the MO if 
we want to reach Marketing and Sales productivity.” (GPM) 

In some instances this practice was oppressed and prevented from taking place. 
On the one hand, this could have positive effects as once established objectives were 
not discussed over and over again. Yet on the other hand, this could have negative ef-
fects as well, since some required changes were not considered. 

6.5.1.2. Change requests and ‘roll-back’ implementations 

It was not only at the local level that the global objectives of GPD/IT2 experi-
enced a clarification, refinement and expansion. Also globally GPD/IT2 was con-
stantly revised, refined and developed in order to meet the overall purpose of the pro-
ject.  

“Nothing is worse than optimizing a process that you wouldn’t need at 
all.” (GPO) 

The aim of refining and clarifying the goals of GPD/IT2 on a global level was to 
fine-tune the project with respect to its general purpose, and to improve the system and 
its processes. 

“And it is still some fine tuning, for example where does product com-
plaint handling belong to. Does that belong to Customer Complaint Han-
dling or to Product [Portfolio Management]…. But it is not a big debate 
on principles anymore. That is not worth it. Now we have to implement it 
the way we have defined it.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

Besides refining and clarifying the general objectives of GPD/IT2, designing new 
functionality remained an on-going activity that decreased in importance as the project 
progressed. Developing new functionalities was a two-fold process. On the one hand, 
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it comprised the expansion of the global business and support processes. On the other 
hand, it included their refinement, improvement and IT-based enhancement. 

The process expansions included completely new business models and ideas such 
as the fleet management approach. This was a business model where CaseCo would 
not sell its tools, but rather would manage the existing tool fleet of a customer. This 
process, for example, was integrated into the ASS process in the course of the 
GPD/IT2 build up. Moreover, expansions included organizational topics that were in-
tegrated into the scope of GPD/IT2 in the course of the project like reporting into the 
FICO process.  

“The new big challenge for us in FICO is reporting, for example, where 
we will take a leadership role now globally. In the past that had not been 
that clear how we would act in that respect.” (GPO) 

The process refinement and development was achieved through two approaches. 
Firstly, it was attained through the identification and proliferation of best practices. 
This was primarily done in the Process Weeks and local Expert Meetings. Secondly, it 
was done through the identification of “building blocks” of global business processes. 
This approach had been taken, for example, by the SCM and M&S process. 

“We have these four building blocks now that were generated through the 
audits in Austria and Benelux.” (GPO) 
 “How do I gain productivity from our processes and these four building 
blocks are the road to achieving Marketing and Sales productivity.” 
(GPO) 

The main procedure for accomplishing the process refinement and improvement 
was the CRT change request procedure. It was used by local employees to submit 
change and enhancement requests to the global system. These enhancement requests 
aimed at developing and improving the BPs and modifying the IT2 system. The CRTs 
were realized through release updates of the IT2.x system. 

“[With each release update] new functionality is added and improved so-
lutions to existing problems.” (CBE) 

For the global GPD/IT2 project, a bi-annual schedule existed for IT2 release up-
dates that would incorporate certain CRTs and herewith enhance and adjust the busi-
ness processes. These CRTs needed to be proposed through the time-to-solution proc-
ess (see Figure 69). 

“For every [change] request we should ask, what is the impact on our 
productivity, ideally in a positive sense? And what is the impact on cus-
tomer satisfaction? That is a soft dimension, difficult to evaluate but we 
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are good in assessing, we are pretty good in measuring but influencing 
that is very difficult.” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

The CRTs were then discussed, prioritized and decided upon by the coordination 
and global process teams, programmed by the IT teams, tested by the process experts 
and key users, and ultimately trained and established in the local market organizations.  

“That is a very important issue, the release management.” (GPM) 
 “The change of the system and the processes needs to be documented and 
set-up by the Global Process Manager or published on the intranet. And if 
it is published on the intranet it needs to be communicated that this is 
done… because they are things that actually make a difference to the 
MO.” (Local project manager) 

Initially, the release updates of IT2 were used primarily to build new basic func-
tionality and improve the system, but: 

“Following the IT2.6 [release [07 March 2005]]… no new basic function-
ality should be included but it should aim at improvements… so inclusive 
IT2.5 we should be able to say, with this we could execute the CaseCo 
business. But it does not all go that smoothly and here and there we could 
[change something] and that should be the release updates now.” (GPM) 

Specifically due to IT resource constraints, the required number of IT develop-
ment man-days of all submitted CRTs often substantially exceeded the available man-
days. The discussion, evaluation, prioritization and decision about the CRTs to be in-
cluded into any given update therefore became a key activity of GPD/IT2, and these 
decisions were primarily undertaken by the Coordination Team and during the Expert 
Meetings. A GPO explained these activities for the IT2.6 and IT2.7 release: 

“We had 74 CRTs with 1900 man-days for development. We could only get 
10% and nobody was satisfied. And we said, ok, we can’t repeat this every 
time because then you would lose the buy-in to keep working on those is-
sues together. So in the meantime we got it down from 74 CRTs to 34 
CRTs… Then it was about gaining a joint and common understanding so 
that the rating that every MO used would be right. We checked that [in the 
Expert Meeting] and then led a discussion and there they supported each 
other mutually and supported different solutions. And in the end the priori-
tization was clear. So from the result… we now have 12 [CRTs] that came 
out of the prioritization. That is a clear specification for IT …. And every-
one said great process. We were involved and everyone got to take some-
thing home as for everyone it was about 80% of his wish list that got cov-
ered. And if you look at it from the global perspective also the strategic is-
sues got included. So content wise as well as from the process we are on 
the right track.” (GPO) 



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 263 

Thus, the procedure to execute the objective refining and clarification practice, in 
this case with the CRT system, was an important factor for achieving buy-in, motiva-
tion and commitment. After the CRTs had been chosen and programmed for a release 
update they had to be introduced and established in the MOs that were already live 
with GPD/IT2. These update implementations were called ‘roll-back’ in the CaseCo 
terminology.  

“These roll-back implementations are also very important. Now we have 
to go to Benelux and Austria [for example] and say, here you have a new 
process, a new functionality, who will train them? [And they do] release 
testing, integration tests.” (GPO) 

Consequently, the practice of refining and extending the content of GPD/IT2 in 
the roll-backs was a substantial endeavor on the global as well as local project level. It 
was also perceived critically however by some project members as it sometimes ex-
ceeded the level of adaptation desired by global project management.   

“And once we have completed the implementations one challenge will be 
to dispose of many of those local add-ons again. They will haunt us… as 
they will be very difficult to handle.” (GPM) 

The global project manager also indicated possible risks involved. 

“In the mid and long term a pretty big risk for us now is whether we can 
keep the harmonized processes really harmonized or whether it will get di-
luted through the added complexity, added functionality. That is a big risk 
in my perception.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

So the ‘objective refining and clarification practice’ was enacted for an expansion 
of business processes and their roll-back implementations. However, as the practice 
was situated within the competing foci of implementing the defined global solution 
and adjusting and refining this solution to local requirements, the practice also some-
times resulted in a rejection to expand or adapt a GPD/IT2 process. 

Adjustments and alterations of GPD/IT2 objectives on a higher level had also 
commenced as the local implementations approached completion. These included 
shared service center concepts for the Supply Chain and FICO process and hence 
questions regarding specifics of the “MO of the future” (GPO).  

6.5.1.3. Portrayal of the MO of the future 

In the course of GPD/IT2, questions about the role and responsibility of CaseCo’s 
primary operational organizational units, the MOs, came up, and these issues started to 
become part of the project teams’ discussions.  

“How does the MO of the future look like” (GPO) 
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This was a substantial amplification of the initial content of GPD/IT2. A GPO ex-
plained its origin and argumentation. 

“So if you go back in time there has been this document about the vision 
2007 that had been developed in the run-up to the project. If one would 
take a look at that again one would realize that the main pillars, the direc-
tions had already been given there on a very high generic level. But there 
it was already mentioned that the market organizations should concentrate 
on sales and marketing, Marketing and Sales. And the support processes 
should be organized more centrally in our business model. These are the 
basic insights that we had had beforehand. Now it is about the explicit 
specifics, what does that mean exactly?...And the high level of system inte-
gration has big advantages if exploited correctly. But we can only do that 
if we also continue to develop organizationally by finding slightly different 
forms of management or organizing, that means the function of the GPO, 
that might mean the shared service organization for some processes, that 
might mean a different type of management process in others…. And it 
means for example the characteristics of the market organization of the fu-
ture. How does the organization look like in the future, precisely? This vi-
sion!...[it] is getting more and more clear.” (GPO) 

One part of the discussion about the MO of the future and its focus on marketing 
and sales was the centralization of certain standardized support processes in shared 
service centers.  

“We ask the question now how does the MO of the future look like in the 
final stage of the process organization with shared services?…. In part it 
is a logical development that if you centralize processes in shared service 
centers…then it is pretty clear what the main responsibility of the MO will 
be. But we need to put that in writing and communicate it to the people. 
But I have the impression that we pretty much agree that marketing and 
sales will be very strongly MO driven and the other processes will be 
globally managed by the GPOs.” (GPO) 

These discussions had commenced in 2004 and were continued with more detailed 
concepts particularly for the FICO shared service center and the international logistic 
center of the SCM process. 

“We have started this but it is still low key. We are in the concept phase 
for [FICO] shared service centers.” (GPM in October 2004) 
“The success of the first phase was to get the whole CaseCo-world to buy 
into it [GPD/IT2]. In the second phase we will really need to standardize 
it by means of certain mechanisms like shared service centers.” (GPM in 
May 2005) 

The discussions about shared service centers were part of the concept of the “MO 
of the future” that arose in the course of GPD/IT2 and was, in part, triggered by the 
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successful standardization of the business and support processes. But as the mere im-
plementation and roll-out of these processes had not delivered the targeted productiv-
ity improvements, the objectives of the project was extended past the definition and 
implementation of standardized processes. As a way of reaching the productivity tar-
gets, therefore, the “MO of the future” and shared service centers became part of the 
discussion of establishing a process organization. At the end of the research process 
these discussions were still on-going and a final decision on these topics had not been 
taken. 

6.5.1.4. Definition of the process organization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 79: Core elements of CaseCo’s process organization 

(Source: CBE training material) 

The final objective of GPD/IT2 was to “create customer value and sustainable 
profitable growth by implementing globally consistent processes and data with an in-
tegrated ERM system” (see Figure 28). GPD/IT2 was to support the strategic pillar of 
operational excellence by providing efficient global process management. The specif-
ics and characteristics of this global process management were described in several 
documents and training material, and were often labeled ‘process organization’ or 
‘process-based organization’ (CaseCo documentation and training material). The 
‘process organization’ was defined in terms of core elements (see Figure 79) and in 
terms of its meaning for CaseCo (see Figure 80). Furthermore, some guiding principles 
were expressed in the course of GPD/IT2 for CaseCo’s way towards becoming a proc-
ess organization (see Figure 81). Nevertheless, a lot of disagreement and confusion 
seemed to prevail at CaseCo when it came to the specific objectives, characteristics 
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and organizational consequences of the process organization objective. Even the term 
process organization was not generally accepted. Its usage was even officially re-
nounced in some instances. 

 “Well, nobody talks about a process organization anymore in any case. 
That has been communicated very strongly also with this special issue of 
the ‘management news’ here for the strategy forum.” (GPD/IT2 executive 
member) 

During the same interview in December 2004 the GPD/IT2 executive member 
however conceded: 

“Well, it is not really clear in here [the management news] but it is getting 
very clear in the definition of the objectives, the productivity objectives, it 
is getting clear what the function of the process organization should be. 
Well, it really isn’t all that consistent because basically Supply Chain has 
by far the biggest team and they have a vast amount of projects in the 
pipeline with the international logistic center and such whereas other 
processes like finance they reduce their team towards the end of the pro-
ject to a small number of members. So the people in the team are more in-
volved in the line organization then.” (GPD/IT2 executive member) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 80: The meaning of a process organization for CaseCo 

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

And asked about the communication about organizational structural changes later 
in the interview he maintained that such a change was not an official objective of 
GPD/IT2 or the “process organization”, still using the term himself. 
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think as long as we don’t specifically say that the process organization is 
responsible, that the organization within the processes gets optimized it 
will not increase significantly.” (GPD/IT2 executive member) 

The executive GPD/IT2 member, furthermore, did not see the need for increasing 
the communication about the ‘process organization.’ However, he wanted to substanti-
ate it with specific examples. 

“I think we have to do it with a specific example. We have communicated 
the process organization itself very often and the matrix, 20 times ex-
plained it to every employee and going around and telling them how it 
works with the matrix for each individual employee that has not really 
helped clarity… We need to do it with specific examples otherwise we only 
confuse people.” (GPD/IT2 executive member) 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 81: Guiding principles for CaseCo’s way to a global process organization 

(Source: GPD/IT2 project training) 

Confusion about CaseCo’s and the GPD/IT2’s project objective around the ‘proc-
ess organization’ was further revealed through many statements in interviews with dif-
ferent project members. Some project members asserted that CaseCo did not want a 
process organization. 

“CaseCo keeps making the statement that we don’t want a pure process 
organization. We want to be a process-oriented organization… CaseCo 
does not want a process organization… Either you have a process organi-
zation or the traditional hierarchy… We often hear we want a process-
oriented organization. We seldom hear process organization but we want 
process orientation. Certainly there are also people who talk about proc-
ess organization but if you talk in depth to the higher management they 
will confirm that we don’t want to build up a process organization, have a 
process organization. We want it to a certain degree, what we already 
have, but we don’t want that the process responsible person for Supply 
Chain will also be in charge of the accounts payable.” (GPM) 

However, even GPOs and members of CaseCo’s executive management group 
(EMG) corroborated the ‘process organization’ objective. 
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“I think we are in the phase of reality now. We realize that we are in a 
transition state. We have realized that we still have a lot to do with respect 
to clarifying the final state of a process organization. That still isn’t com-
pletely clear. What I have outlined here is my opinion at the moment. The 
executive team has to build its opinion and that process is on-going.” 
(GPO) 

A GPO perceived the clarification of the process organization as a main objective 
for the top management and project team. 

“We are still not completely standardized. We need to drive the level of 
standardization through continuous improvement. That is one thing and 
the second is, I think, we have to work on substantiating the characteris-
tics of the process organization, a form that is practically functional… The 
vision, we are always getting back to the same issue, the process organiza-
tion. It is a buzz word for most. That needs to be substantiated…. We have 
a vacuum at the moment with respect to the substance of what does the 
process organization mean for the future…. I hope that we can deal spe-
cifically with this vision in the GPD Board in the future to define what is 
the exact specification of the process organization.” (GPO) 

But whereas some project members saw a prime focus on clarifying the character-
istics and specifics of the process organization, others perceived the communication 
and proliferation of its objectives as the main priority. 

‘”The first issue will be to position the process organization anew, attach 
specific objectives to it and carry it out into the organization.” (GPO) 

The realization that many people were talking about many different ideas when 
discussing ‘process organization’ had not occurred to many project members. A GPO, 
however, made that point clear. 

“It sure is ambiguous and we need to clarify, what do we understand when 
talking about process organization because the word as such is always as-
sociated with organizational structure.” (GPO) 

But as our interviews revealed, the understanding of the term ‘process organiza-
tion’ and its meaning for CaseCo varied substantially even within the same project and 
process teams and, consequently, the perception of what had to be done in order to 
reach it. Several quotes may illustrate some of the opinions and confusions of which 
there were many more to be found with the participants of GPD/IT2.  

“As far as being a process organization I guess that has two different 
pieces. One is how does it look like, how is it structured, and the other is 
what do you do with that.” (GPM) 
“You know for me it is just a vehicle. In the end we want to be a more 
marketing-driven company and the process organization is the tool to get 
there.” (GPM) 
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 “What does process organization mean? Well, that is not really clear for 
us either. But if we look to other MOs they have just assigned some names 
who will make up the process organization. It will just be another dimen-
sion in the matrix organization that we already have.” (Local project 
manager and member of local executive team) 
“But for me it is not clear this process organization.” (GPM) 
 “[The characteristics of a process organization] would be more end-to-
end responsibility.” (Global project manager) 
 “That means that we have the same data and talk about the same things 
on a global scale, that we have globally the same approach to things, to 
processes as we have created a basis to learn from each other because you 
can also talk to each other across countries.” (GM MO) 

Despite the very different perceptions of ‘process organization’, the importance of 
answering the question of what a process organization meant for CaseCo was mostly 
acknowledged. When asked for the meaning of the process organization, one GPM 
remarked: 

“That is probably the biggest question of all.” (GPM) 
A team member of the corporate business excellence unit stated: 

“You will realize that process organization is being seen very differently 
by many people. For me it is a form of organizing a company… that some-
day it includes shared service center. But when talking to other people I 
would pay close attention if process organization is being described as an 
organizational unit. For a lot of people it is a corporate staff department… 
And as long as the prescribed terminology is that in addition to the line 
organization in the matrix, we have a complementary parallel functional 
department who is dealing with processes, then we shouldn’t be surprised 
if that is the prevailing opinion.” (CBE) 

Consequently, it can be concluded that CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 project team had 
not reached a commonly accepted definition of the project objective with respect to 
establishing a ‘process organization’. Not only was the terminology used ambiguous 
and ranged from process organization to process-based organization and process-
oriented organization, but also the concept and objective of the process organization 
varied substantially in the opinions of project participants. The failure to clarify and 
refine this objective lead to a lot of confusion and disagreement between project mem-
bers and, hence, created problems in the pursuit of a common goal. As this challenge 
was realized by several project members, the discussion about the process organization 
was still on-going at the end of my research. 
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6.5.1.5. Summary 

Within this chapter I have given several examples within the GPD/IT2 project 
where specific activities of refining, clarifying and expanding the objectives of the 
change initiative could be observed. These examples included (1) the Translation of 
GPD/IT2 objectives into local terms and context that aimed at interpreting the global 
project objectives for the local MO context and produce actionable guidelines for the 
execution of global standards; (2) Change requests and ‘roll-back’ implementations 
that were used to define, refine and extend the specifics of the GPD/IT2 processes in 
such a way that they would be able to support the CaseCo business, overall objectives 
and assure a utilization in all MOs; (3) Portrayal of the MO of the future that extended 
the design of globally standardized business processes by the idea of centralizing sev-
eral support processes and redefining the responsibilities of the MOs; and (4) 
Definition of the process organization in order to agree on a terminology and the un-
derlying concept and objective of the process organization for CaseCo. These exam-
ples are summarized in Table 8. 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Translation of GPD/IT2 
objectives into local 
terms and context 

Considering the scope 
and the manner for 
objective clarification 
and refinement 

Discussing, document-
ing and acting upon the 
elucidated objectives 

Change objectives translated, 
adjusted and expanded to the 
local organizational context 
and situation 

Change requests and 
‘roll-back’ implementa-
tions 

Considering, planning 
and proposing new 
business models, proc-
ess expansions and 
improvements 

Evaluating, prioritizing, 
choosing, program-
ming, testing, commu-
nicating, and training 
process enhancements 
and additions 

Refined and improved busi-
ness processes and system 
functionality, support of new 
business ideas and models  

Portrayal of the MO of 
the future 

Crafting and drafting 
concepts for the MO of 
the future and shared 
service center concepts 

Establishing the inter-
national logistic center, 
setting up a project 
team for a finance 
shared service center, 
discussing concepts 
with the MO general 
managers 

Extending the scope to reach 
productivity improvement 
targets through capitalizing 
on the standardization of 
global business and support 
processes 

Definition of the process 
organization 

Defining the terminol-
ogy to be used and the 
concept of a process 
organization for 
CaseCo 

Discussing and com-
municating the defined 
terminology and under-
lying concept and ob-
jective of the process 
organization 

Definition and clarification of 
common understanding of an 
important part of the project 
objective, reduced ambiguity  

Table 8: Objective refining and clarification practice - case summary 
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6.5.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

In the previous section I have given several illustrative examples of activities 
within the GPD/IT2 project that aimed at objective refining and clarifying, extending 
and detailing the objectives on different organizational levels. The overall purpose of 
GPD/IT2 had been established at the outset of the project and had been communicated 
broadly to the organization. The general mission of the change initiative remained 
rather stable and unchanged on this general, high level. A project member who had 
been part of the global as well as local teams recalled: 

“No, no it hasn’t really changed. I think the communication about 
GPD/IT2 in terms of what it was and what its aim was has always been 
very good. It has always been more than just a new IT system, it has al-
ways been about global processes and data and SAP. That was always 
sold as the scope of the implementation and we always knew that it was 
going to be worldwide. So… no, it hasn’t really [changed].” (Local pro-
ject manager) 

The need for this practice, however, was often explained with the general devel-
opment of the GPD/IT2 project and the changes that were going on within the project 
that led to a requirement of more detailed specifications of the objectives. 

“And we have discussed that [the objective of a GPO] in the past three 
years over and over again because there are always further facets that we 
discover and further dimensions and concepts that we find in the realiza-
tion of the project.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

GPD/IT2 not only evolved in the course of its roll-out, it was also altered and 
amended due to the general development of CaseCo’s business and operations. Conse-
quently, GPD/IT2 had to react and adjust to developing context situations that made an 
on-going modification of its objectives necessary. 

Based on the research on CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 project, and as expressed in the pre-
vious examples several components could be identified that are subsumed in the objec-
tive refining and clarification practice. These components include activities concerned 
with (1) refinement and clarification of existing objectives, (2) translation, interpreta-
tion and specification of general objectives for specific organizational departments and 
units, (3) expanding objectives within the overall purpose, (4) quantifying and priori-
tizing objectives, and (5) communicating and sharing objectives as well as involving 
further teams in order to build common understanding.  

Refining and clarifying project objectives were an on-going procedure within 
GPD/IT2. Despite the comprehensive preparation phase and the considerable involve-
ment of experts from different organizational units, it had not been possible to consider 
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every detail of CaseCo’s business processes and to define all objectives in a generally 
comprehensible and all-inclusive way. So in order to support the overall objective of 
accomplishing improved productivity, the specific objectives and characteristics of the 
various GPD/IT2 business processes were being refined as they stood the test of time 
and real life operations. The approach taken for this refinement was, for example, the 
utilization of the CRT process and the definition of ‘building blocks’ within the proc-
esses of Supply Chain Management and Marketing and Sales. In this way the individ-
ual business process objectives were clarified and fine-tuned so as to better support the 
overall project purpose.  

Translation, interpretation and specification of objectives for other organizational 
units (e.g. MOs) were other elements of the objective refining and clarification prac-
tice. Each time GPD/IT2 had to stand the test of operational reality in an implementa-
tion, an interpretation and specification of the overall project purpose were needed in 
order to reconcile the general objectives with the local business and market situation, 
and to operationalize them for execution on the local level. The involved activities 
were strongly embedded in the local implementation methodology and were perceived 
as supportive, necessary and valuable for the roll-out of GPD/IT2 and the operationali-
zation of its objectives. And even if the local organization was very open and percep-
tive to the changes to come, the understanding and appreciation of the objectives pur-
sued often only became clear in the course of the implementation. 

“And each MO will say, yeah, we do this, no problem. The question then 
is, how do they do this? And that is not defined until the very last step.” 
(GPM) 

Hence, the translation and specification of the overall project purpose in and to the 
local context was another important element to clarify and manifest the project mission 
and further operationalize the objectives.  

Expanding the content or objectives to reach the overall mission became apparent 
and necessary during GPD/IT2 in several instances. As illustrated before, CaseCo real-
ized after implementing GPD/IT2 in several MOs that the productivity gains were dif-
ficult to accomplish only through the implementation of GPD/IT2 processes and sys-
tem. 

“I cannot see after the first few, or several go-lives that productivity really 
is achieved from replacing the systems.” (CBE) 

Consequently, the content and objectives of the GPD/IT2 processes were com-
plemented, for example, with the fleet management approach and the Italian fidelity 
program, which was considered to constitute the global solution. Moreover, the gen-
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eral productivity objectives were further detailed by expanding the aim of GPD/IT2 to 
include the establishment of the ‘MO of the future’ and to create shared service cen-
ters. Despite the fact that the idea of shared service centers in the FICO area had al-
ready been discussed before the initiation of GPD/IT2 (but had then been abandoned 
again due to a lack of standardization), these objectives and the related activities had 
only become part of GPD/IT2 in the course of the project. Other organizational issues 
like the organizational structure of the MOs were also identified as important aspect 
for reaching the project’s productivity objective. But despite its importance this topic 
had still been officially excluded from the project.  

“But unofficially it is a different story because if you talk about value than 
you are also talking about set-up… For repair we are getting rid of the 
back office altogether and I mean, that are organizational topics.” 
(GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

Quantifying and prioritizing objectives was another activity that gained impor-
tance during the roll-out of GPD/IT2. For all global business processes, KPIs and per-
formance drivers had been defined and global objectives set. These indicators were 
then used for a target setting process on the local level. The quantification, hence, 
could be seen as one way of clarifying and further specifying the global project objec-
tives on the MO level.  

“The global team is coming to this [local] process review with the local 
management team and they discuss and agree that these are the targets we 
want to achieve in this time frame and here is who is responsible.” (GPM) 

In this way of reconciling global objectives with local targets the global objectives 
were broken down to the local operational level and were made manageable for the 
MOs. Also, the prioritization of objectives became a necessity for GPD/IT2 as the 
amount of change requests submitted became so big that not all of them could be ac-
complished due to resource constraints. However, the prioritization procedure and dis-
cussions of the CRTs was used to clarify the general objectives for every participant 
involved, and to prevent the project objectives and defined business processes from 
deviating unduly from the initially intended status.  

Communicating and sharing objectives and involving people in order to build a 
common understanding were the final element of the practice of refining and clarifying 
objectives.  

“We need to make sure that we share the same opinion. And that is a 
process that comes down from the executive board. First the requirements 
had been taken bottom up and now the process comes down again. And I 
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think it would be a perfect opportunity to focus a discussion on it as I think 
that is a key to it, organizational development.” (GPO) 

It was seen as essential in the project that the information about GPD/IT2 and its 
objectives was shared with CaseCo employees early and comprehensively in order to 
foster a joint process of forming opinions and clarifying the expectations about 
GPD/IT2. 

“The really important factors are the understanding of what we are trying 
to do.” (GPM) 
“And that for me is perhaps one of the most critical success factors, this 
knowing, having a clear set of expectations of what we are going to do and 
why we are going to do it and the global side and the local side have to be 
in sync.” (GPM) 

Consequently, communication activities about GPD/IT2 were considerable and 
included official information meetings, informal discussions, trainings, the establish-
ment of a dedicated section on the intranet and at least one article about GPD/IT2 in 
every FOCUS edition, CaseCo’s employee magazine. 

In summary, the objective refining and clarification practice was perceived as im-
portant and critical within the change process of GPD/IT2. In addition to the previous, 
process-focused practices (see chapters 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3), this rather content-focused 
practice was a significant element of enacting and advancing the change process. But 
despite the identified importance of this practice for the effective change of GPD/IT2, 
several project members remarked on its ambiguity and added cautionary notes. Their 
comments targeted the fact that communication too early in the process, or too exten-
sively, might confuse people and therefore be counterproductive to providing clarity 
for the objectives. Not every employee, it was maintained, needed a detailed knowl-
edge of all aspects of GPD/IT2. 

Additionally, there was a fear that discussing and re-discussing the objectives of 
GPD/IT2 too often might risk diluting the goals of the project and not achieving them 
at all. This was expressed in the aspiration of reducing the many alterations and add-
ons that had been suggested and introduced into the global processes. 

 “Standardization! Less options, more standard!” (GPD/IT2 project man-
ager) 

And in order to preserve this aim the discussions and possibilities around CRTs 
was consciously curtailed by reducing IT resources that could implement these CRTs. 
This measure limited the possibilities for extending the business processes and was 
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explained by the GPD/IT2 project manager as a means to cut down on further options 
as a way to maintain standardization.   

Finally, the GPD/IT2 roll-out manager maintained that the discussion and devel-
opment of ever more detailed objectives and concepts, and the extension thereof would 
not be the way to achieve the project mission and purpose. Rather, one would have to 
go with the existing features and implement the respective concepts in order to gener-
ate the benefits. 

“We can ask the question what is more important, develop new things or 
implement the existing ones. I am more in favor of implementation and 
say, the best concepts don’t help if they don’t get implemented.”(GPD/IT2 
roll-out manager) 

Consequently, the practice of refining and clarifying objectives did show the po-
tential to support the effectiveness of the change process of GPD/IT2. However, when 
used excessively and without prudence, it might also harm the change initiative. 

In summary, it can be sustained that the objective refining and clarification prac-
tice was an on-going activity throughout GPD/IT2 that incorporated activities of refin-
ing, clarifying, interpreting, specifying, expanding, quantifying, prioritizing, commu-
nicating and sharing objectives of the change initiative. By exercising this practice, 
CaseCo had the opportunity to build and maintain a common understanding and com-
mon expectations on the purpose of the changes. It was also able to adapt the change 
process to contextual requirements. Nevertheless, excessive use of this practice or im-
prudent behavior could also impair the changes. 

6.5.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

As Müller-Stewens and Lechner (2005) remarked, there is much more to the de-
sign and composition of change than the bare implementation of the various strategies. 
Feedback from the change process, they maintain, can lead to new initiatives or to 
their adaptation. The change practice of refining and clarifying objective confirms this 
perspective, but also extends it further. As mentioned, this practice deals with the re-
finement and clarification of objectives, their further specification, the expansion of 
them within the overall purpose, the quantification and prioritization, and finally the 
communication and sharing of objectives. The practice, therefore, not only deals with 
the expansion and adaptation of the content of a change process, but also with the spe-
cific activities of refining, clarifying, specifying, and translating the existing objectives 
throughout the organization.  
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As an activity within a strategic change process, the practice is part of an organi-
zation’s strategizing, understood as the “doing of strategy” (Johnson et al., 2003; Jar-
zabkowski et al., 2007). Strategizing, it is maintained, “focuses upon those specific, 
situated practices that practitioners engage when they are doing strategy….While it 
might classify specific practices such as meetings, workshops, analytic tools, man-
agement processes and rhetorical or discursive forms, [it] goes beyond simple classifi-
cations of what practitioners do to how they go about that doing” (Jarzabkowski et al., 
2007: 13). 

However, as the strategy-as-practice domain intends to explicitly overcome the di-
chotomy between strategy content and strategy process (Jarzabkowski, 2005), a con-
cern with ‘how’ strategizing is carried out should also be complemented with a con-
cern for what it is, that strategists deal with when strategizing. In other words, the exe-
cution of an activity cannot be seen in isolation and detached from its content. Activity 
or process and content are inseparably intertwined just like process and structure. 
Nonetheless, the question of how strategic actors deal with the strategy content has 
been hardly touched upon in the s-as-p literature. Denis and colleagues (2007: 197) 
describe it vaguely as to “project a direction for their firm and activate it”. Strategy-as-
practice authors acknowledge that “strategic activity is goal-directed activity” 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005: 25), but so far they have mostly been silent about the question 
how these goals are established and defined. 

The practice of refining and clarifying objectives contributes through the identifi-
cation of a specific goal-directed activity that aims at further specifying strategic ob-
jectives. Jarzabkowski (2005: 32) calls this ‘practical evaluative agency’, which is “a 
way that managers bridge the gap between strategic thinking and acting and strategy 
formulation and implementation in practice… we see that strategists actively bridge 
this gap between the doing of strategy and its future realization, formulating strategy 
as they implement, thinking as they act, and constructing and modifying strategy in the 
process.” Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991) label this a process of sensegiving that entails 
establishing goals and then deliberately engaging in interactive strategizing throughout 
the organization (Jarzabkowski, 2005). The change practice introduced here is a prac-
tical example of these concepts.  

Another related stream of research that evaluates how strategies and strategic ob-
jectives are established and disseminated throughout the organization deals with emer-
gent strategies (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985). “Changing directions might be associated 
with emerging, bottom-up activity that, while unintended, has positive outcomes” 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005: 61). In fact, Mintzberg and Waters (1985) claim that for a strat-



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 277 

egy to be perfectly emergent there needs to be complete absence of intention. Based on 
these ideas of emergent strategies, Orlikowski (1996: 65) introduces the notion of 
emergent change. “Where deliberate change is the realization of a new pattern of orga-
nizing precisely as originally intended, emergent change is the realization of a new 
pattern of organizing in the absence of explicit, a priori intentions. Such emergent 
change is only realized in action and cannot be anticipated or planned.” While dealing 
with and building on the ideas of emergent strategies and emergent change, the objec-
tive refining and clarification practice also departs in an important aspect from them, 
in particular from the perception of un-intentionality. Describing bottom-up, emergent 
change and strategies as unintended is somewhat contradictory to the belief of agency 
in the strategy-as-practice field. Strategists are framed as “skilled, knowledgeable and 
intentional agents” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 29) who are not limited to top-managers but 
include all organizational actors involved in strategy work on different organizational 
levels (Johnson et al., 2007). As Jarzabkowski (2005: 63) concedes, “influence over 
shaping activity is distributed rather than a property of top managers.” Consequently, 
the change practice discussed here makes a contribution in refining the ‘emergent’ 
property of strategy and change from a practice perspective. Strategy or change may 
be emergent on the firm level, but when taking a micro and practice perspective and 
focusing on the activities of skilled, knowledgeable and intentional agents who do 
change and strategy, the label of ‘emergence’ becomes somewhat misleading. On the 
practice level un-intentionality is not presupposed. 

In a similar way, the objective refining and clarification practice can be associated 
with the perception of change as a ‘situated’ (Orlikowski, 1996; Langley & Denis, 
2006) phenomenon which describes periods of radical or episodic change embedded in 
processes of continuous change and adaptation. “Organizational transformation is seen 
here to be an on-going improvisation enacted by organizational actors trying to make 
sense of and act coherently in the world” (Orlikowski, 1996: 65). A situated change 
perspective recognizes the dynamic interplay between context and action, reflecting a 
constructionist and structurational view of organizational processes (Giddens, 1984). 
Furthermore, it embraces the notion of change as on-going improvisations and unin-
tended and unacknowledged adjustments in organizational routines. On the one hand, 
the current change practice builds on and concurs with the situated change perspective. 
It does so by emphasizing the on-going continuous refinement, clarification and adap-
tation of the strategic content and change objectives. On the other hand, it departs from 
the implied perception of the situated change perspective of unintentional or routinized 
adaptation of behavior. Again, it rather introduces the perspective of an intentional and 
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deliberate expansion, adaptation and refinement of the change objectives and hence the 
change process.  

This perspective is also closely connected to the concept of organizational becom-
ing elaborated by Tsoukas and Chia (2002). They contend that “one must take into 
account the possibility of organizational change having ramifications and implications 
beyond those initially imagined or planned (Tsoukas & Chia, 2002: 568). This sup-
ports the notion that part of a change process is the on-going deliberation and specifi-
cation of its objectives. They further underscore this by arguing that the way plans are 
translated into action is also the way they are modified, adapted and changed. “Change 
programs ‘work’ insofar as they are fine-tuned and adjusted by actors in particular 
context―that is insofar as they are further changed on an on-going basis” (Tsoukas & 
Chia, 2002: 568). The conception of the objective refining and clarification practice 
adds to the perspective of organizational becoming that organization or strategizing 
does not only need to be channeled towards certain ends, given a particular shape 
through generalizing and institutionalizing, but also through specifying, clarifying, 
extending, refining and quantifying. 

6.6. Identity and community building 
The specific target and purpose of the identity and community building practice 

are to establish or change the team identity and the feeling of community of groups 
and individuals involved in the strategic change process. The activities entailed in 
building identity and community focus on identifying and defining a common purpose, 
mission and vision of teams, and clarifying roles, responsibilities and ground rules. By 
doing so this practice establishes and builds a common sense of identity and commu-
nity of change participants, and ascertains ways of working together. This practice, 
therefore, is comprised of all activities that foster change or establish such a team iden-
tity and a feeling of community.  

Once again this section will be structured into three parts. The first one provides 
examples of identity and community building activities within the GPD/IT2 process. 
The second part describes the particular focus and substance of the practice, and the 
third part grounds the practice in existing literature.  

6.6.1. Case examples of the identity and community building practice 

In the course of GPD/IT2 many teams were involved in the management and im-
plementation of the change initiative. These ranged from the initial kernel build-up 
team, the Coordination Team, the GPD Board and the GPO teams, to the local imple-
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mentation teams, the process expert teams of the Process Weeks and the process man-
ager teams of the Summits, to name just a few. Some of these groups had already been 
working together before the initiation of GPD/IT2, like the general managers of the top 
11 MOs (M&S Summit) or the local HR managers. However, most of the teams were 
instituted during, for and because of the GPD/IT2 project.  

The importance of and procedures for initiating and forming a common joint iden-
tity for these teams will be illustrated with activities occurring within the following 
teams, (1) Coordination Team, (2) MO Italy implementation team, and (3) Supply 
Chain Management Process Week. 

6.6.1.1. Coordination Team 

The Coordination Team was the main operational management body of the 
GPD/IT2 change process. It was the longest standing team of the project, having been 
established in early 2001, and it met most frequently, once a week. At the first Coordi-
nation Team meeting on March 2, 2001, the team’s official purpose was documented 
as “reconciliation of status reports, issue handling, coordination and preparation of the 
decision process” (Coordination Team meeting minutes). 

Despite the long history and frequency of the meetings, a generally accepted mis-
sion and commonly shared identity for the Coordination Team could not be detected 
through observations and interviews when research was conducted in 2004 and 2005. 
For one, the size, fluctuation and changing composition of the team hindered the abil-
ity of the team to establish and continuously maintaining a collective team identity.  

“If it wants to be an effective team it needs to be smaller. There are too 
many people… and often not the right people.” (GPM) 

On the other hand, the GPD/IT2 project manager and leader of the meetings re-
marked that as long as some representative of every process was available at the meet-
ings the main requirement was met.  

“In general [the GPOs] should know how to delegate their work and send 
a representative. For example the ASS GPO was often represented by a 
GPM which I found quite alright as long as the representation is being ar-
ranged. Also in PPM we mostly had the GPM in the project rather than 
the GPO. That is okay for me. It is more problematic in Customer Com-
plaint Handling where we didn’t have any representative as they are such 
a small team and the GPO and his representative are on the road… An-
other risk is in Supply Chain as that is such a broad topic and the deputy 
GPO has other representatives for Supply Chain execution than for manu-
facturing or purchasing.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 
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Hence, his appraisal of the meeting strengthened the researcher’s perception that 
the general requirements for the meeting were met and that the team managed to fulfill 
its tasks. However, several team members stressed the fact that some of its potential 
was not exploited and the meetings were often seen as a “necessary inconvenience” 
rather than a beneficial assistance.  

“I think the Coordination Team was never clear about what its objective 
really was. Is it an information meeting, is it a decision meeting, is it a 
discussion meeting? Do I try to get something decided there or do I duck 
down so I don’t get any more jobs assigned? That is not clear. If you have 
been a member of it for a long time you know how it works of course. But 
most of the participants wonder, what am I doing there? … It would have 
been a fantastic basis if the right participants sat together there. That is 
the case only in 75% of the cases.” (GPO) 

Apparently, the group had not reached a common understanding of or found a 
joint identity. Or perhaps the group’s identity had been lost it in the course of the pro-
ject, due to changes in its composition. Undertaking a shared “Culture Voyage” team 
camp session, for example, to support and build the team and to establish a common 
identity was seen by some participants as a potentially useful activity. One participant 
suggested it would be “certainly interesting and probably also useful.” (GPM) How-
ever useful it might seem in order to find a shared identity and a sense of community, 
temporal restraints and tight schedules precluded such a team camp or other activities 
of identity and community building from happening within the Coordination Team. 

“To connect them [Coordination Team meeting and Culture Voyage] with 
respect to the content that would be plausible but with respect to the tim-
ing I don’t see any possibilities there.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

Hence, the Coordination Team carried on its work, apparently meeting its basic 
objectives but according to some participants neglecting further potential and effi-
ciency gains. Also, the attitude of several members towards the meetings was rather 
judgmental (see also chapter 6.3.1.3). 

“I think nobody really feels like debating…That also might be one reason 
why the coordination meeting has developed into what it is, namely a fo-
rum to receive information and nod things through but not a discussion fo-
rum.” (GPM) 
“We are discussing rubbish there way too often. For me it is a waste of 
time.” (GPM) 

6.6.1.2. MO Italy implementation team 

For every local implementation a team was instigated to manage the implementa-
tion process. This team consisted of local MO employees and global GPD/IT2 project 



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 281 

team members. It was generally managed by two implementation project managers, 
the global project manager responsible primarily for the IT aspects and the local pro-
ject manager, responsible primarily for the business and process aspects of the project.  

In accordance with this general global implementation approach such a team was 
also formed for the GPD/IT2 implementation at MO Italy (see Figure 82). Overall, the 
team involved about eighty people, many of which were only involved in the project 
for a fraction of their time, but some of whom were engaged in more than one of the 
processes. About thirty-five local employees and managers were committed to imple-
mentation for 50% or more of their time. The Italian project was a peculiarity; it was 
led by two local co-project managers and complemented by one global project man-
ager who had been a GPO before. 

The first time the project team got together, combining most global and local team 
members, was for the SOR kick-off on January 17, 200526. From then on the team was 
to stay together and manage the Italian implementation until the expected go-live date 
on January 2, 2006.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 82: MO Italy project team27 

                                              
26 A smaller fraction of the team had met at the end of 2004 for a pre-SOR that had been necessary because of 
the upgrade release schedule of IT2. 
27 The numbers represent the number of people involved in the specific project areas. They do not represent full-
time equivalents as also team members who devoted only a fraction of their time to the project were counted. 
Some team members represented by a number here are members in more than one project area. 
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(Source: project documentation) 

The effective work of this team was cited most often as a key success factor for a 
successful implementation. And, according to several interviewees, the effectiveness 
of this team was strongly influenced by the mind-set of the local organization and its 
individuals.  

“The most important thing is mind-set of the local organization and that is 
also what can be influenced the least… Are they willing to change yes or 
no?” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

Moreover, the commitment of the team and a joint sense of being part of a group 
were named as other important key success factors. A local project manager stressed 
the relevance of team building: 

“We have a due date and we need to maintain the target first of all. Sec-
ond and not less important, maybe more important, is the cooperation be-
tween the team. If you manage to create a good team, team building, team 
cooperation, it is one of the keys for success. If people work well together 
we can reach any result.” (Local project manager) 

The importance of achieving a motivated team that shared a joint identity, com-
mitment and feeling of community was laid out by a local project manager, who was 
also a member of the local executive team and who already had substantial GPD/IT2 
experience from his involvement in supporting other implementations. 

“The success factor for the SOR is that …  the MO has defined the project 
team and has prepared the people well for the project. And it is also im-
portant to set rules and a code of conduct how to work with each other in 
the project… So we have to try and be open with each other …. And if we 
already start not taking the others seriously… the topics will surface later 
and the later they come up the more difficult it is to get them straight. So it 
is about a most open and constructive cooperation of the right team mem-
bers that have been well instructed beforehand… Moreover a management 
is needed that provides the project team with a clear vision why the MO 
engages in this project.” (Local project manager) 

In summary, the Italian implementation team had realized that activities to build a 
joint team identity, to create a feeling of community, to establish basic rules of coop-
eration and conduct, and to clearly define the purpose of the team, backed by strong 
management commitment, provided them with a greater prospect of a successful im-
plementation. 

6.6.1.3. Supply Chain Management Process Week 

The changes within the Supply Chain Management process were driven by the 
global SCM process team, which consisted of about 16 global team members and was 
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complemented by the MO SCM representatives (LPEs and LPMs). The main platform 
to drive, discuss and coordinate the global SCM change process was the Supply Chain 
Process Week, formerly called Supply Chain MO week. Participants of this meeting 
were the global GPD/IT2 SCM team and the SCM LPEs. The objectives of these 
meetings, which took place four to five times a year and lasted for about one week, 
were the knowledge transfer between global and local SCM experts, as well as the de-
velopment, improvement and enhancement of best practice Supply Chain processes. 
This meeting cycle was established in 2001, with the first meeting taking place in cal-
endar week 36. Participation in the Process Weeks varied from about 20 to around 50 
participants depending on the location of the meeting, the topics on the agenda and the 
availability of SCM LPEs. Representatives of MOs, who were in the middle of the 
GPD/IT2 implementation, often could not attend the meetings because of time con-
straints.  

From early on the group meeting at the SCM Process Weeks was in full working 
mode. Topics on the agenda included functionality testing, KPI reporting, serial num-
ber management, replenishment, purchasing, and scenario variant management, for 
which concepts were developed and participants were trained (SCM Process Week 
agendas). The focus was on the content of the Supply Chain Management process and 
its changes, as well as on solving problems and finding solutions to challenges that 
arose during the GPD/IT2 implementations. At the Process Week 44 in 2004, the re-
sponsible GPM summarized the work and focus of the group as follows:  

“Until now we focused on increasing kernel functionality inside R/3. … 
The future focus/challenge is to change from systems thinking (R/3) to 
process thinking by taking into account all three subsystems (culture, so-
cial, technology) including the organization with the people.” (Presenta-
tion given by SCM GPM at Process Week 44 in 2004) 

The statement referred to the GPM’s concept of the “3 subsystems of an organiza-
tion” (see Figure 83). He maintained that the team had been focusing its time and at-
tention on the technological subsystem without giving much consideration to the social 
and cultural aspects involved in the change process. 

Despite this realization and his presentation to the Process Week team, the focus 
of the PW and the character of the meetings did not change subsequently. Participants, 
however, seemed to be more and more uncomfortable at and with the meetings. Never 
had topics been discussed, let alone agreed upon, that related to the social or cultural 
aspects of the change process or, in general, topics that clarified how the SCM change 
actors were to cooperate. Mainly content issues of ‘what had to be changed’ were dis-
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cussed without a specific clarification of roles, responsibilities, ways of working to-
gether, or even a vision and purpose for the Process Week team. Neglecting to clarify 
the issue of “how” the change process was to be advanced, and the cooperation man-
aged, led to inefficiencies and frustration. These aggravations intensified and the frus-
trations could be observed in an increasing number of arguments erupting during the 
SCM Process Weeks 51 in 2004, and 10 in 2005, which culminated more and more 
often in arguments and personal accusations. The exasperation of the team climaxed at 
Process Week 10 in 2005. Several difficult issues were on the agenda of that meeting 
including the prioritization of enhancement requests (CRTs), submitted by the MOs, 
for which by far not enough development resources were available to realize them all. 
Several other controversial issues complemented the agenda including numerous top-
ics that had already been discussed at previous Process Weeks and for which still little 
or no progress had been made (SCM Process Week agenda).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 83: SCM presentation on “3 subsystems of an organization” 

(Source: CaseCo SCM Process Week 44/2004 presentation) 

Discussions during that Process Week became heated and participants were par-
ticularly frustrated as a coffee break conversation on the second day illustrated:  

Austrian participant: “So are you still mad?” 
German participant: “But of course. This is a complete misinterpretation 
of how to reach a process organization!” 

Disagreements and reciprocal blame prevailed during the meeting as was mani-
fested in a statement from a local participant. 

“Guys, do we have a process organization or don’t we? The responsibility 
for the global processes clearly is at headquarters, not in the MOs. If we 
don’t have a process organization we can close this meeting immedi-
ately!” (Local process manager) 
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The need to step back from discussing and trying to solve content-related issues 
dawned on the team. Process issues of how to work together and how to achieve the 
change surfaced: 

“… then we are discussing rules of how we work together.” (GPM) 
At the end of the second day of that PW the spirit of the participants was so low 

that the responsible GPM spontaneously decided to do a feedback session. He asked 
the participants about their evaluation of the meeting. Four positive appraisals, mostly 
concerned with the organization of the meeting and the open discussions, faced nine 
negative appraisals that included a call for clearly defined objectives, improved coor-
dination with and between presenters and participants, clear definitions of responsibili-
ties, rules of cooperation, presence of important and responsible team members, and 
explanations of clear actions to be taken (researcher’s notes on feedback session).  

In addition to this participant feedback, the two researchers present were asked to 
share their observations regarding the meeting process, in order to provide further in-
sights into the challenges the team was encountering. It was the first time the research-
ers were asked for feedback or input and for active participation in a meeting. This 
feedback was given in the evening of the following day and after careful preparation. 
Reluctant to provide advice or recommendations to the team, so as not to spoil the 
field research or provoke self-fulfilling prophecies, the researchers restrained them-
selves to only asking questions possibly important for the SCM Process Week team. 
These included questions the SCM team needed to answer for themselves, including 
activities that were potentially helpful within the course of the SCM change process 
(see Appendix 12). 

The questions were received with great interest and appreciation by the Process 
Week participants. They decided to form a group of three people to address these 
questions and to prepare a two day session for the next PW within which these ques-
tions should be addressed and answered. In particular, they included questions about 
the mission of the team, its roles and responsibilities, and general ground rules for 
working together. It could be observed that even right after the presentation and first 
discussions of these questions, which lasted for about one hour, the mood and the spirit 
of the team lifted. Discussing the process of the meeting and cooperation, rather than 
focusing exclusively on the issues and problems to be addressed and solved, seemed to 
provide new common grounds for future discussions. From then on, it not only seemed 
that the spirit of the team improved, but also the coffee break discussions often fo-
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cused on activities to be undertaken by the group to support its own transition from a 
group towards a “team” (researcher’s notes).  

The following SCM Process Week took place during calendar week 24 in 2005. 
This time two complete days were scheduled to deal with topics of team development, 
role definition, workshop identity and purpose (see Figure 84). The previously as-
signed team had devised the agenda and the topics for these two days in several pre-
paratory meetings and was subsequently responsible for their execution at the PW. The 
SCM deputy GPO set out the objective of these two days as to transition “from im-
plementation to process excellence” and to form a “future Supply Chain process excel-
lence organization and team” (researcher’s notes). 

Topic Detail 

1. Welcome • Introduction and Greeting 

2. Team Workshop – 
Identity and Purpose 
(Day 1) 

• Team Development 
• Role Clarification 
• Assignment and Acceptance of 

Responsibilities 

3. Team Workshop – 
Identity and Purpose 
(Day 2) 

• Team Development 
• Assignment and Acceptance of 

Responsibilities 
• Plan for Implementing Global 

Process Org. 
• Planning Effective Meetings 

Figure 84: Excerpt from the agenda of the SCM Process Week 24 / 2005 

(Source: SCM Process Week 24/2005 documentation) 

In the course of this workshop and throughout many hours of discussions, a state-
ment of purpose was developed for the Process Week team, roles and responsibilities 
were defined for the individuals as well as for the complete team, and codes of conduct 
were established. The purpose statement that all participants of the SCM Process 
Week signed, read: 

“We, the global Supply Chain process excellence team, passionately de-
velop, implement, continuously improve and harmonize processes to 
achieve a highly efficient supply chain for all our customers.” (Re-
searcher’s notes) 

Furthermore, the “membership” of the SCM PW was clearly defined. Having 
identified four general constituent groups of the global SCM process organization, the 
Local Process Experts (LPEs) and the Global Process Managers (GPMs) were identi-
fied as the key members of the Process Week. The GPO and the LPMs formed the 
team of the International Logistics Meeting (see Figure 85). 
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Figure 85: Supply Chain Management Process Organization 

(Source: researcher’s notes of SCM Process Week 24/2005) 

A different mentality, way of working together and way of dealing with each other 
could be observed not only during this team workshop, but also in the remaining two 
days of the PW, which again focused on the content issues of the SCM change proc-
ess. Most participants expressed a higher motivation and a willingness to contribute to 
the GPD/IT2 change process. Debates focused on an efficient resolution of the topic 
and questions at hand, rather than resulting in personal accusations. For the first time 
participants did not open their laptop computers during the workshop to write emails 
and work on personal affairs. Also, more cooperation and contributions from the par-
ticipants could be observed, resulting in more effective ways of addressing the content 
issues and challenges of the SCM’s change process. Later on, a GPO reflected on the 
change process: 

“You cannot call the whole team in, come on up everybody, and say, from 
now on it is 3/350 [3 billion Euro revenue and 350 million Euro earn-
ings28]. People will hear that and say, well, and now? What do I do? So 
that needs to be designed, that needs to be broken down, that needs to be 
detailed down to work assignments and employee coaching until that will 
be implemented.” (GPO) 

The rise in efficiency of the meeting and the increased effectiveness of the discus-
sions support the idea that the establishment of a common team identity, a sense of 
community and purpose, and well-defined roles and responsibilities enhanced the 
SCM change process.  

6.6.1.4. Summary 

It can be recapitulated that activities of building and establishing a team identity, 
and a feeling of belonging and community, were supported by a clear idea of the 
team’s purpose, roles and responsibilities. These actions seemed to enhance the effec-
tiveness of the project teams and hence of the overall change process. 

                                              
28 Numbers changed by author to maintain CaseCo’s confidentiality. 

Process Manager Level

Process Expert Level

Global Process Owner 
(GPO)

Global Process Manager 
(GPM)

Global Team Members

Local Process Manager 
(LPM)

Local Process Expert 
(LPE)

Local Team Members

International Logistics 
Team 

Process Week 
Team

Process Manager Level

Process Expert Level

Global Process Owner 
(GPO)

Global Process Manager 
(GPM)

Global Team Members

Local Process Manager 
(LPM)

Local Process Expert 
(LPE)

Local Team Members

International Logistics 
Team 

Process Week 
Team



288  Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 

Within this chapter I have given examples of the activities of several teams that 
did not have a clear idea of their identity, and of teams that had realized the impor-
tance of such a common purpose and that undertook several different steps to building 
and maintaining this identity. These included (1) the Coordination Team that encoun-
tered problems with a joint identity due to changing composition, fluctuation, (2) the 
MO Italy implementation team that engaged in team and team identity building activi-
ties right from the start, and (3) the Supply Chain Management Process Week that suc-
cessfully established a team identity, feeling of community, and roles and responsibili-
ties in a dedicated workshop session. The examples given in this section are summa-
rized again in Table 9.  

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Coordination Team Consideration of joint 
participation in a “Cul-
ture Voyage” team 
camp  

Not observed by the 
researcher 

Increased and revamped 
motivation and participation 
in long standing team, feeling 
of unity 

MO Italy implementation 
team 

Selection and prepara-
tion of joint team mem-
bers, planning of team 
building activities 

Clear communication of 
joint purpose and en-
couragement through 
top management, defi-
nition of ground rules, 
open communication 

Creation of joint team of 
global and local employees 
for local implementation 
process 

Supply Chain Manage-
ment Process Week 

Consideration of rea-
sons for frustration and 
charting of purpose 
statement, team build-
ing and action plan 
mapping out activities 

Joint execution and 
communication of the 
planned and arranged 
change management 
and team building ac-
tivities 

Joint team around a common 
purpose, established ground 
rules of working together and 
dealing with issues to be 
resolved, feeling of unanim-
ity 

 Table 9: Identity and community building practice - case summary 

 

6.6.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

After having provided examples of teams and team activities of the identity and 
community building practice in the course of GPD/IT2, the general focus and sub-
stance of the practice will be elaborated in this section. This will include a reflection of 
the general objective and the activities involved in the practice. 

In order to build a team identity and a feeling of community further issues were 
addressed by some of the GPD/IT2 teams, as building a team identity and community 
in itself is not a single-handed activity. As illustrated by the examples above, the joint 
development of a vision and mission statement that all team members could agree 
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upon was a first important step. It provided the general direction for the team and its 
overall purpose. 

“The vision has to get more specific.” (GPO) 
The identification and clarification of roles and responsibilities taken to reach the 

vision was another important aspect of this practice. It included the role and responsi-
bility of the complete joint team as well as of its individual members. In the case of the 
SCM Process Week, for example, these were the GPMs and the LPEs. Each group had 
different roles within the PW and the joint Process Week team shared yet other roles 
and responsibilities together.  

“It is the definition of the roles and responsibilities between the global and 
the local team. Who takes on which responsibility? Who shares which ob-
jective? Who will get evaluated by which KPIs and which projects?” 
(GPO) 

Additionally, certain ground rules and a code of conduct were defined in several 
teams which enabled them to share common working practices and improve the effi-
ciency of their meetings, avoiding frustrations and building motivation. 

“It’s the communication…[about] the objective and purpose… and then 
define rules of the game how to work with each other in the project.” (Lo-
cal project manager) 

All of these aspects helped build a common and shared identity and a feeling of 
community for a team. Consequently, a procedure for building attentiveness to these 
issues was needed within GPD/IT2 for teams that had been newly established or teams 
whose role and responsibility or composition changed considerably through GPD/IT2. 

“A process of building awareness is needed as part of the change man-
agement process that is clear. This process of building awareness, a com-
munication process, that has to work. That is an important part of change 
management that we need to organize, track and assure.” (GPO) 

This practice was often closely connected to the practice of establishing new lan-
guage which will be discussed next. Through the establishment of a new terminology 
the process of identity building could be supported.  

“Also as EMG we want to transition towards an EMT in the sense of 
group versus team. But we have consciously not changed the name yet be-
cause it is not about the name but I first want to go through the team camp 
two of the Culture Voyage and see what comes out of that.” (GPO) 

This was also the case for the ‘Local Process Experts’ (LPEs) which officially 
were renamed at some point to ‘process experts’, omitting the ‘local’.  
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“We changed the terminology. Formerly we talked about LPMs and LPEs 
and then we canceled the “L” in order to send the message, it is about 
building a global organization and the global organization is comprised of 
a GPO, GPMs, a PM and PEs and it is not global versus local or corpo-
rate versus local.” (CBE) 

Apparently, the development of a team identity or the lack thereof was an issue 
and challenge in several groups as the previous quote shows. Other teams to which this 
applied were the previously discussed Marketing and Sales expert team: 

“We need to take the time to exchange ideas and to reflect how it should 
proceed, also with the experiences we have made so far. We get together 
but we are not a team.” (GPO) 

or the change support team that facilitated change management activities at the 
beginning of the project: 

“Why it [the change support team] was never all that successful, I don’t 
know, probably because we were never really a team. We met but we never 
worked in an office together. It was closely related issues but I wouldn’t 
call it a change management team.” (CBE) 

The importance of this practice was obviously recognized by GPD/IT2 project 
members. It was supposed to increase the motivation for coming to the meetings and 
joining the groups rather than perceiving the meetings as a waste of time. A strong 
participation of the relevant employees was expected to foster the overall change proc-
ess. 

“It is the expectations that three people from the USA fly over here for one 
week, away from their operational job. That is an investment. And it is im-
portant to get something across that they want to join also in the future.” 
(GPO) 

The change practice of establishing team identity and a feeling of community 
were employed or perceived as important, on the one hand, when a completely new 
team was established and, on the other hand, it was perceived as important when the 
content of meetings or the composition of teams changed considerably.  

“In terms of the frameworks of meetings that we have, it supports the cur-
rent organizational structure, the positions that we have, bringing them 
together in the right forum. So definitely if there is organizational devel-
opment and the structure, the hierarchy changes I think these forums, 
these meetings and workshops and channels of communication will have to 
evolve to support the changing structure. So it will mean different roles 
getting together for different reasons, the people in those roles meeting at 
different frequencies for different reasons than they do today.” (GPM) 



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 291 

Hence, once the purpose of a team and its meetings changed with and due to the 
overall change process, the new role and responsibility, mission and identity had to be 
revisited and potentially adapted, too.  

Besides for internal team purposes of increasing motivation, effectiveness and ef-
ficiency, the establishment of a specific team identity, mission, roles and responsibili-
ties also supported the change process in another way. Once the specific role, duty and 
identity of the Supply Chain PW had been established it could also be communicated 
to the rest of the Supply Chain and CaseCo organization. Consequently, every em-
ployee knew what the responsibility of the Process Week team was and when and with 
which requests they could turn to that team. This outside understanding of a team’s 
identity, role and responsibility, or the image of the team, had the potential of further 
increasing the effectiveness of the change process. 

In summary, it can be maintained that the identity and community building prac-
tice aims at establishing a joint and common mission, role and responsibility, code of 
conduct and herewith feeling of identity and community for newly established teams 
or teams whose composition or duty is altered considerably. Establishing such a com-
mon understanding of team identity can provide a mutual understanding of the purpose 
of the team, higher motivation and efficiency gains to the functioning of the team, and 
can provide the outside stakeholders with a better understanding of the team’s duty. 

6.6.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

Organizational or team identity has been defined as consisting of  

1. features that are somehow seen as the essence of the team: the criterion of 
claimed central character, 

2. features that distinguish the team from others with which it may be com-
pared: the criterion of claimed distinctiveness, and 

3. features that exhibit some degree of sameness or continuity over time: the 
criterion of claimed temporal continuity (Albert & Whetten, 1985) 

Moreover, based on a symbolic interactionist epistemology Sluss and Ashforth 
(2007) have identified several components of a relational form of identity building 
which are particularly relevant for team identity. These are person-based identities 
consisting of personal qualities of a role occupant, role-based identities including ab-
stract role qualities that are enacted through individuals, and relational identity as the 
juncture of role- and person-based identities. 
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Building on Giddens (1984), they emphasize the agency of individuals in socially 
constructing the meaning and enactment of roles resulting in an on-going, reciprocal 
interaction between system and individual, structure and process, context and interac-
tion, and macro and micro. The use of the term role, they maintain, necessarily refers 
to interaction. “Roles are a basic building block of organizations, and the purpose and 
meaning of a given role depends on the network of complementary roles within which 
it is embedded.” (Sluss & Ashforth, 2007: 10) Moreover, they argue that a role-based 
identity is based on the goals, values, beliefs, norms, interaction style, and time hori-
zons typically associated with a role. This role-based identity is part of and influences 
a relational identity which focuses on the aspect of the role-based identity that is rele-
vant to one’s role relationship. “The meaning(s) of roles―and therefore role-
relationships―and how they are enacted are socially constructed through interaction, 
observation, negotiation, feedback, and other well-known social processes” (Sluss & 
Ashforth, 2007: 12). The notion of the identity and community building change prac-
tice, hence, is in close accordance with such a perception of relational and role-based 
identities and their involved elements.  

It has been argued in the literature that identity is not something that a person or a 
team has from the birth or start, but that it is something that is constructed and recon-
structed in an on-going process of identity work (Keupp et al., 2002). The creation of 
identity and team identity is mostly a narrative construction and assimilation work. It 
is a subjective process of negotiation in which the subjects reference social and life-
worldly claims (Keupp et al., 2002). The joint narrative reflection, discussion and ne-
gotiation of a team’s identity and its elements such as mission, roles, rules and proc-
esses of interaction, central and distinguishing character, such as could be observed, 
for example, within the Supply Chain Process Week, thus, seem well-suited and in line 
with relevant literature on identity work (Meyer, Bartunek, & Lacy, 2002). 

The influence of identity and identity work on change processes has also been dis-
cussed in the literature in several different forms. First of all, it has been argued that in 
general a shared group identity can enhance motivation and “sustain their efforts on 
behalf of the group across changing circumstances… Those who identify strongly with 
the group consistently work for their group, regardless of whether their behavior is 
open to scrutiny from others” (Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004: 464). Important, 
especially for planned change efforts, Ellemers and colleagues (2004) also argue that 
leaders who manage to create and maintain a sense of shared identity are more likely 
to energize, direct and sustain particular work-related behaviors for a given objective 
in their colleagues. “The perception of a common identity and the resulting feeling of 
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identification with the workgroup constitute an important factor that motivates group 
members to work toward collective goals” (Ellemers et al., 2004: 471). These argu-
ments are in line with my findings that engaging in the identity and community build-
ing practice enhanced and could foster the teams’ performance in enacting and con-
structing an effective change process. 

Also, Dutton and Dukerich (1991) reported similar findings. In their study of im-
age and identity in the organizational adaptation of the Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey they discovered that “an organization’s identity, or what organiza-
tional members believe to be its central, enduring, and distinctive character, filters and 
molds an organization’s interpretation of and action on an issue” (Dutton & Dukerich, 
1991: 520). Their research uncovered that an organization’s or group’s identity plays a 
major role in its performance, due to its potential to influence and constrain issue in-
terpretations, emotions and consequently actions, as a reference point for members’ 
assessments of the importance of issues, and by providing guidelines for evaluating 
success, recipes for solutions, and parameters for acceptable ways of resolving issues. 
The organization’s identity served as “one of the vehicles through which preconcep-
tions determine appropriate action” (Dutton & Dukerich, 1991: 546).  

Similar findings on the importance and influence of a team’s identity are reported 
in several other studies (Beech & Johnson, 2005). Balogun and Johnson (2004: 524), 
for example, report that team identity or “organizational interpretative schemes―the 
shared assumptions that govern the way the members of an organization conceive of 
their organization and their environment” strongly influence and are central to the 
team’s mode of sensemaking. Those schemas, they maintain, are the bases upon which 
individuals relate knowledge, attribute meaning and fashion understanding which 
strongly influences the actions taken by a team. 

Most of the contributions in this field, however, analyze the influence of identity, 
image or schema on an organization’s or team’s performance, the influence of the 
team members on the group identity, or of the environment and context on the identity. 
Based on the early contribution by Albert and Whetten (1985), who claim a temporal 
continuity and hence stability of identity, several authors also discuss the stability or 
adaptability of a group’s identity (Gioia, Schultz, & Corley, 2000). However, the spe-
cific contribution of my findings is that consciously engaging in identity work and 
identity construction is a beneficial practice as part of the enactment of a strategic 
change process for the many reasons given above that attribute positive effects to team 
identity. 
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6.7. Establishing new language 
The practice of establishing new language, terms and terminology supports the 

formation and specification of change objectives, supports identity and community 
building, enhances coordination, and in these and other ways that will be discussed 
below, fosters the effectiveness of strategic change processes.  

“That we speak the same language that is part of this whole change proc-
ess” (GM MO) 
“How do you approach a topic of conversation when you are talking a dif-
ferent language, you know, the terminology?” (GPM) 

Therefore, the practice of establishing new language concentrates on and sub-
sumes activities that aim at establishing and clarifying terms, phrases and terminology 
that are relevant, constructive and supportive to changing the organization. Hence, this 
practice deals with the introduction, use or dissemination of new terms and terminol-
ogy in the course of and for GPD/IT2.  

The chapter will also be structured in three parts. The first one gives descriptive 
examples of the practice, the second one discusses the focus and substance of the prac-
tice, and the third one grounds it in existing literature and addresses its theorization. 

6.7.1. Case examples of the practice of establishing new language 

In order to define, establish and clarify the objectives and the specific content of 
GPD/IT2 a multitude of phrases, terms and terminology found their way into the eve-
ryday and habitual use of language and vocabulary of the project participants. Several 
of these terms were given by the IT system that was an important part of GPD/IT2, 
and others were coined in order to specify objectives of GPD/IT2 and construct the 
changed reality of a process (-oriented) organization. Examples of new and changed 
terminology, activities that formed them and descriptions of how they helped construct 
the GPD/IT2 change process will be given in this section. Examples include (1) 
Constructing and using specific project and IT system terminology, (2) Changing 
terms to convey a message of change, and (3) Evolving terminology in the construc-
tion of evolving concepts and objectives. 

6.7.1.1. Constructing and using specific project and IT system terminology  

The first expression and example of a specific term to enact the changes intended 
with GPD/IT2 was the title of the project itself. The name of global processes and data 
linked with the IT2 system indicated the aim to standardize global business processes 
that were supported by standardized data and an integrated IT infrastructure. Ade-



Results and discussion – the identification of Change Practices 295 

quately defined and communicated through multiple channels and a great many com-
munication events the term and acronym of the project was well established and 
strongly linked to the project’s purpose (CaseCo documentation).  

But the title of the project was not the only instance in which language was used 
to convey or construct new or changed ideas, concepts and objectives. Throughout the 
project examples of a conscious and unconscious coining of terms could be found that 
were used to create, define and detail the objectives and substance of the change proc-
ess. 

“We have discussed very intensively throughout the past three years and it 
[the project] is still discussed over and over again because we keep detect-
ing new facets and the realization uncovers always new dimensions and so 
the terminology develops.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

The aim of establishing a common terminology and a common definition of terms 
was clearly stated by many project members, as the use of common terms was seen as 
opportunity for constructing a common joint process reality. 

“That means we are talking about the same things globally. We have the 
same data, have defined the data in the same way. We have the same ap-
proach globally to things, to processes.” (GM MO) 
 “And as more organizations speak the same language we have less dis-
cussions and disagreements.” (GPO) 

One important aspect that particularly promoted the emergence and usage of new, 
project specific terminology was the implementation of the IT2 system. 

“We have the same system, the same approach, so we could talk also the 
same language.” (Local topic lead and member of executive board) 

The IT2 system, but also the process terminology, supported and forced the em-
ployees to use a certain terminology and herewith fostered this change practice.  

“Today the experts come together and talk using the same SAP terminol-
ogy and process terminology. They all talk about Marketing and Sales or 
Supply Chain and some sub-processes; and they all talk about the same 
transactions even if they speak in completely different languages.” (CBE) 
 “The experts, the employees, the GPMs, ITPCs, so the solution teams, 
they talk to each other in a very specific language, a very system driven 
language which is very beneficial to have a global discussion.” (GPO) 

Usage of a common language and hence a common understanding was perceived 
as an opportunity for experience exchange and best practice development.  
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“The exciting part about it is the experience exchange in all the process 
areas among the organizations as everybody is talking the same lan-
guage.” (Local project manager) 

The opportunity for knowledge sharing and best practice exchange that was given 
with having the same terminology and common understanding of terms was appreci-
ated by the project team. 

“With the same system, with the same processes we will have many oppor-
tunities to share more best practices.” (Local topic lead and member of 
executive board) 
“And the first experiences with the experts and experience exchange plat-
forms show that the experts from the different organizational units can talk 
to each other on a much more detailed and concrete level than in the 
past.” (CBE) 

However, the introduction of new terms and phrases also bore risks of exclusion 
for the organizational units which were not yet involved in GPD/IT2 as several inter-
viewees cautioned. 

“Employees who are not very familiar with the project have a lot of diffi-
culties at first to follow the discussions that are SAP-related as people 
strongly talk about transactions and in SAP specific terms.” (GPO) 
“What are you talking about? Shipped to? Sold to? What is that all about? 
And account group? What is that? And [some employees] can’t catch on, 
they have no chance to do so… They only get into it when they are really 
confronted with the project.” (CBE) 

Therefore, the benefits of having common grounds through a common language 
were confronted with the challenges of understanding new project and change-related 
terms and acronyms and hence being able to join the social construction of the new 
GPD/IT2 reality. 

“Before we have not talked about processes a lot but today, because we 
have the same systems now, we can have these discussions and move 
things ahead.” (GPO) 

Also, despite the recognition that the implementation of the IT2 system as part of 
the overall change process provided some advantages in terms of common terminol-
ogy, another cautionary note was given by several GPD/IT2 team members. They 
maintained that the software and its implementation supported the intended changes, 
but did not constitute them. 

“The software is only a tool to support the change. It is not the real 
change.” (Local topic lead and member of executive board) 
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“The first lesson I think you have to keep in mind is that it is not an IT sys-
tem that will bring the changes if the people do not want to change. It 
helps only if they want to change.” (Local process manager) 

Concluding, the account of a local team member and process expert about his ex-
perience with the first exposure and further involvement in the project can beneficially 
illustrate this change practice and its importance in the complex environment of 
GPD/IT2. 

“In 2002 they offered me the opportunity to go to the headquarter to join 
the GPD/IT2 team that at the beginning for me was only an acronym of 
something never heard about before. So for two years I was on the kernel 
team, the developer, and I also had the opportunity to do some roll-outs… 
And the big challenge for me was at the beginning the language … GPD at 
the beginning, I never understood what was the meaning of GPD… And 
when there was time for the global guys to start and explain these words to 
me ‘kernel team’, ‘GPD’, ‘stress test’, ‘flood test’, ‘unit test’, all these 
words. I mean it was like reading a cook book. But I don’t know if really a 
book can offer you the opportunity to understand what the real back-
ground is. And once there was the opportunity to discuss really face  to 
face, to understand the reasons of this project, what is behind the goal of 
the project that was great.” (Local team member and process expert) 

6.7.1.2. Changing terms to convey a message of change and construct a new social 
reality 

Changing or newly establishing terms and phrases supported the construction of a 
changed GPD/IT2 reality at CaseCo. Two phenomena could be observed, firstly the 
introduction of new terminology along new concepts, and secondly the adaptation of 
existing terminology to construct and stress a change in an existing feature or event. 

An example of a new term phrased for a business process could be found in Cus-
tomer Complaint Handling. Here the term ‘first contact solution’ was established, 
which described the approach and underlying process of offering a solution and resolv-
ing customer complaints at the first contact with a customer. 

“The topic ‘first contact solution’ is one of those terms that by now is used 
by everyone and we have no problem with that. The support from the very 
top is there… The general principle is well supported by the executive 
board” (GPO) 

By phrasing and establishing the terminology, the concept of the first contact solu-
tion was established within CaseCo’s business model. An adaptation in terms could be 
found in the transition from CPDS (Corporate Process Documentation System) to 
GPDS (Global Process Documentation System). The process descriptions and defini-
tions were not only more detailed and specific in GPDS, it also underscored one of 
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GPD/IT2’s objectives, namely that of a ‘global’ approach, global best practice busi-
ness processes rather than a corporate or centralized approach. The same emphasis was 
intended by renaming the Corporate Process Owners (CPO) and Managers (CPM) into 
‘Global’ Process Owners (GPO) and Managers (GPM), which was decided at the be-
ginning of 2004 by the GPD Board.  

“The GPOs, they were being called Corporate Process Owner, not global. 
That was a culture shift back then that was happening in the GPD Board. 
We had a discussion there whether they have to be from headquarters and 
corporate is of course headquarters.” (CBE) 
“We have asked ourselves the question in the GPD Board how far are we 
with the process organization and it was also about naming conventions. 
So a small example we have ‘corporate’. On my business card it still says 
Corporate Process Owner. And we were discussing back and forth and 
then we said corporate means headquarter in our traditional use of lan-
guage. And then we said, well, that cannot be, we are not in the headquar-
ter, especially in Marketing and Sales we are everything but headquarter. 
And then we had this naming convention towards Global Process Owner. 
And these are the things where you can see that they are evolving.” (GPO) 

Another example of changed terminology with the same objective was the label-
ing of Local Process Experts (LPEs). 

“And so we changed the terminology. We used to talk about LPMs and 
LPEs, Local Process Manager and Local Process Experts. And in the 
course of the project we have discarded the ‘L’ in order to send the mes-
sage, it is about a global organization and the global organization com-
prises a GPO, GPM, a PM and a PE and it is not global versus local or 
corporate versus local. That was also in a sense a cultural shift. It was, 
however, in the communication on the local level rather difficult as PM 
also means product manager. So we made a bit of a faux pas there but it 
was more about sending the message that it is about global processes and 
not about enforcing corporate processes.” (CBE) 

Consequently, establishing these new terms and terminology aimed at creating and 
underscoring GPD/IT2’s general objective of implementing global best practices and 
transitioning from individual local solutions to an integrated and harmonized global 
business approach.  

Another naming convention that was to emphasize this approach concerned the 
global meeting structure, specifically the Summits and Expert Meetings/Process 
Weeks. Whether those kinds of meetings were newly established or just shifted in their 
focus, in the course of GPD/IT2 the process manager meetings were labeled Summits.  

“So we call that FICO Summit now. Generally it is what it had been tradi-
tionally, a meeting of the biggest markets and the corporate controllers. 
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And the objective is to arrive at a common understanding of our FICO 
roadmap and our initiatives that we have launched.” (GPO) 

Establishing this name seemed, however, not quite as trivial and apparently took 
time and persistence. A local finance manager when asked whether a global Summit 
also existed for the finance managers, remarked: 

“Yes, we have a, well, I don’t know really how it is called but I submitted 
some topics there recently.” (Local finance manager) 

Just as with the other examples, the establishment of a new term aimed at promot-
ing and constructing the global process focus of GPD/IT2. The change in terminology 
was, however, also substantiated by a change in concept or approach that such a term 
was referring to. 

“Before there was a meeting of finance managers now it is called FICO 
Summits. But also content wise they are different. Before we didn’t talk 
about processes as much but today, because we all have the same system, 
we can have those discussions.” (Local finance manager) 

So in order to really establish new terminology along with its underlying content, 
meaning and objective and to stress the reason for changing or coining a certain term, 
not only a new label was needed but also a sustainable change in the underlying con-
cept, content and behavior as an example from the HR process illustrated. 

“They had those meetings as long as I can remember twice a year for the 
regions and it was always the HR managers and I think the only thing that 
has really changed after GPD/IT2 was the agendas are now being struc-
tured more around the global process topics…. Whereas before they would 
have said we want to have a discussion around how we manage poor per-
formance… whereas today you would see development and coach, PMP 
process, on-going coaching for poor performance… We always want to try 
and structure every topic on our agenda and every business target has to 
be aligned somewhere with a global process. Otherwise, why are we doing 
it?” (GPM) 

And another GPO added: 

“I did that consciously in order to send a signal that we think in processes 
in our area. And I structure the agendas of workshops according to that 
pattern so that the people see, aha, we always work according to our three 
processes. And that is being accomplished. I see that in conversations, the 
people use much more this terminology… But we are not at the end yet.” 
(GPO) 

Also, the second major global meeting structure, the Expert Meetings, underwent 
a name change in some instances.  
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“We have established a construct a couple of years ago which are the 
Process Weeks―back then MO weeks, now Process Weeks.” (GPO) 

Where these meetings had existed before GPD/IT2, they had mostly been labeled 
MO weeks. The shift from MO week to Process Week was to support the focus away 
from an individual MO approach towards a joint global business processes approach. 

However, establishing these new terms was challenging and took time. Not all 
participants of these meetings had realized the change in terminology and were using 
it. Some were still speaking about MO weeks long after the ‘official’ renaming had 
taken place. This was especially the case when a MO had not fully implemented 
GPD/IT2 yet, as was experienced during one interview. 

Researcher: “Do you do that during those Process Weeks…?” 
Local process expert SCM: “…during the MO week.” 

Especially in the Supply Chain Management the establishment of the term Process 
Week seemed to be challenging, which could be attributed to two circumstances. First 
of all, the MO weeks had existed in the supply chain area the longest and therefore 
people were already more used to the term MO week. And secondly, the change of 
terms was not specifically accompanied with a substantial change in content, objective 
or execution of the SCM Process Week, therefore making the change in name a some-
what theoretical exercise not used to actually constructing change (SCM Process Week 
documentation). 

But when a common terminology, along with a common understanding of these 
terms, was established, it seemed to support the change effort. 

“We can then talk with them quite differently and a lot of resistance is 
gone. It doesn’t mean everything is great and works because of that but we 
are on a completely different level of discussion.” (CBE) 

6.7.1.3. Evolving terminology in the construction of evolving concepts and objectives 

Like the concept of the ‘MO of the future’ another issue already touched upon was 
the topic of the ‘process organization’ (see chapter 6.5.1). As its presentation in the 
previous chapter had illustrated, this term and the respective concept and objective still 
caused confusion with the GPD/IT2 team members. Even though the GPD/IT2 project 
manager maintained that “nobody talks about a process organization anymore” he also 
acknowledged that “by now process organization has its own value at CaseCo” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager). This, however, was perceived very differently by differ-
ent people who, as our research revealed, were in fact speaking about a process or-
ganization very often, though they meant very different things. 
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“This process organization is a buzzword for most people… This vacuum 
that we currently have with respect to the specification, what does that 
mean, process organization, for the future, I think that is an important 
point.” (GPO) 

The term process organization triggered many different associations by different 
members of the GPD/IT2 team. The lack of refinement was expressed several times by 
interview partners. 

 “Process organization, what does that mean? Well, it isn’t clear for us ei-
ther.” (Local implementation manager) 
“This is a very theoretical work, this process organization. We have to be 
clearer in the communication. What does this mean now and what impact 
does it have?” (GPM) 
“I think that is the problem of understanding really, what is a process or-
ganization?… when you see how we are managing the company, it is not 
100% a process enterprise… In fact it is a question of definition and one 
good thing would be to establish a kind of training… in order to speak the 
same language because in my opinion we don’t put the same definition 
under the same words.” (Local project manager) 

In addition to a lack of refinement of the term process organization and a defini-
tion of its substance, several other terms circulated that some team members either 
deemed more appropriate or as the official term used by the CaseCo executive man-
agement. These terms were sometimes used alongside and synonymous to process or-
ganization. 

Researcher: “What is the process organization?” 
Local implementation team member: “You mean process driven?” 
“CaseCo often makes the statement that we don’t want a pure process or-
ganization. We want to be a process-oriented organization.” (GPM) 

Consequently, the lack of definition of the term process organization and hence 
the different usage and ambiguous understanding of it caused confusion within the 
GPD/IT2 project team and for the MOs. Our research revealed that almost every pro-
ject member who was interviewed held a different perception of process organization. 
So not having been able to establish the term with its underlying concept, this fact was 
an inhibitor to constructing the social reality of a process organization. This dilemma 
was recognized by several project members and a clarification of the term and the es-
tablishment of a common concept for it were intended. 

“I hope we would use the GPD Board to really deal with this vision for the 
future of what is the exact specification and characteristics of the process 
organization?” (GPO) 
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A last example involving new discourse, as a component of GPD/IT2’s change 
process, deals with a ‘bottom-up’ approach in which coining a term was not initiated 
or intended by the GPD/IT2 project team, but emerged from the usage by a member, 
usually an executive member of a local marketing organization. To promote the 
GPD/IT2 intention of best practice processes, he suggested to apply the term ‘CaseCo 
practice’ instead of ‘best practice’. 

“And it [the project] has gained its own dynamics and there are some 
great examples. The general manager from Germany has suggested that 
we don’t talk about best practices anymore we should talk about CaseCo 
Practices in the course of all these processes.” (GPD/IT2 project man-
ager) 

Whether this terminology was successfully established in the organization is be-
yond the knowledge of the researcher, though. 

6.7.1.4. Summary 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Constructing and using 
specific project and IT 
system terminology 

Consideration and coin-
ing of terminology that 
best describes intended 
objectives and circum-
stances 

Clarification of termi-
nology and IT-related 
system terms, repetitive 
communication and 
confirmation of phrases 
and underlying ideas 

Establishment of a common 
language and herewith sup-
ported common understand-
ing of concepts, ideas and 
objectives 

Changing terms to con-
vey a message of change 

Reflection and adapta-
tion of existing terms 
for sending messages of 
change and new objec-
tives 

Repetitive communica-
tion and confirmation 
of terms and underlying 
concepts; continued 
change of behavior to 
stress new terminology 

Substantiation and construc-
tion of change and herewith 
supported common under-
standing of concepts, ideas 
and objectives 

Evolving terminology in 
the construction of 
evolving concepts 
and objectives 

Drafting of labels and 
terminology that best fit 
intended content and 
objective 

Discussion, repetitive 
communication and 
confirmation of termi-
nology and underlying 
ideas; continued change 
of behavior to under-
score new terminology 

Constructing change in con-
cepts through change in lan-
guage  

Table 10: Practice of establishing new language - case summary 

 

Within this chapter I have given several examples of incidents where new termi-
nology was phrased and applied to construct specific changes as part of the GPD/IT2 
project. These examples included (1) Constructing and using specific project and IT 
system terminology within which general project terms were specified and IT system 
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terminology utilized to harmonize conversations about process issues, (2) Changing 
terms to convey a message of change in which previously existing terms were adapted 
in order to convey and stress changes, and (3) Evolving terminology in the construc-
tion of evolving concepts and objectives that illustrated the necessity and challenges 
involved in labeling new concepts and harmonizing the conversations about them. 
These examples are summarized again in Table 10.  

6.7.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

In the past section I have described several incidents and occurrences of newly es-
tablished or amended terms that constructed the changed reality of GPD/IT2. Where 
used deliberately the general purpose of the change practice of establishing new lan-
guage was to introduce and institute new terms, phrases, terminology and discourse in 
order to support and emphasize new or changed activities, objectives or concepts and 
herewith construct the new reality of GPD/IT2. The essence and focus of this change 
practice will be further discussed in this section, in order to provide a more compre-
hensive understanding of the activities involved in it. One of the main ideas of this 
practice was pointed out by a GPM. 

“How do you approach a topic… when you are talking a different lan-
guage, you know, terminology.” (GPM) 

The first aspect of the practice of establishing new language was the identification 
and introduction of appropriate terms for concepts that were newly launched and in-
tended to be established (like the process organization), or for existing issues that were 
adapted due to GPD/IT2 (like the SCM MO/Process Week). In the case of GPD/IT2, 
due to the inclusion of the IT2 system, a lot of terms were provided by the system. 
Other, less IT-related terms were jointly coined by project members and project teams.  

Secondly, in order to be able to enact the intended change process with the new 
terminology the underlying ideas, concepts and objectives of the terms were to be de-
fined in order to assure a common understanding of the terminology. 

“In fact it is a question of definition… because in my opinion we don’t put 
the same definition under the same words.” (Local project manager) 

This aspect could also be comprehensibly illustrated at the example of the “Cul-
ture Voyage” team camps and was explained by a manager of training and learning. 

“What was important for us in developing Culture Voyage was the fact 
that very often you have four values… and then they remain undefined. 
The first wish of this development team was to say, let’s define these val-
ues and let’s give the possibility to the employees to reflect on these values 
based on what we call living principles. So we helped the people to be 
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guided on …what does it mean to me?...It is not something which re-
mained at the macro level….” (Training and learning) 

One way to illustrate the underlying concepts was by means of metaphors and sto-
ries that could illustrate a certain idea. An example of a story, which was not explicitly 
‘collected’ and used to drive change, was the experience of an After Sales Service 
GPM acting as mystery shopper to test the execution of the first contact solution. An 
example of a metaphor for GPD/IT2 was that of a Ferrari that needed to be driven 
skillfully on the Autobahn in a way to exploit its potential. 

“We have built a Ferrari now.” (CBE) 
Thirdly, in order to establish new discourse, once the terminology had been de-

fined, it needed to be used and communicated repeatedly in order to bring it to full at-
tention and construct a changed social reality with it. One example of this enactment 
was the establishment of the building blocks of the Marketing and Sales and SCM 
process. 

“The success factor is to stay at it consistently. The four building blocks 
are not sexy… but if we keep the focus on it we have the opportunity to 
change something.” (GPO) 

And this point was also well illustrated by “Culture Voyage”, which intended to 
establish CaseCo’s four core values, one of which being courage. The point of repeti-
tive communication and usage was argued by the project lead: 

“It is not only good to think about it you need to act and to act you need 
this [communication]… How can we help this value to live in the organi-
zation? The first one is to stress it, to really have leaders on a regular ba-
sis use the word, illustrate the word with examples, actions, describing 
situations where a single person or a team demonstrated courage… But it 
is a bit story telling that we need from the top.” (Training and learning) 

The global head of training and learning also stressed the fourth aspect of this 
change practice, which was to connect the change in language and terminology with a 
related behavioral change. This idea was illustrated in the description of the HR man-
ager meetings, for which the GPO structured the agendas according to the HR sub-
processes in order to stress the GPD/IT2 objectives. 

The positive effects of establishing a common language and terminology in the 
course of GPD/IT2 were stressed by multiple project members.  

“And as more organizations speak the same language we have less discus-
sions and disagreements.” (GPO) 
 “The experience exchange in all the process areas among the organiza-
tions and everybody is speaking the same language and it is also more an 
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openness towards other countries and sometimes also business practices 
or culture.” (Local project manager) 

But besides a lot of positive effects there were also some challenges associated 
with this practice. Within CaseCo, in general, and in GPD/IT2 in particular, the work-
ing language was English. Hence, all terms and terminology as well as all documenta-
tion were in English. Also, the meetings were held in English. However, not all em-
ployees and GPD/IT2 participants were equally conversant in English. As a project 
member of MO Italy had remarked: 

“The big challenge for me was at the beginning the language because, you 
know, especially in Italy we are not so friendly with foreign languages.” 
(Local team member and process expert) 

That the use of a foreign language could be an obstruction for GPD/IT2 and its 
roll-out became apparent in several team meetings at MOs Italy and France. Mostly, 
the global team members and the top management of the MOs were very proficient in 
English. But as GPD/IT2 involved a lot of middle and lower management, even in the 
early implementation phase, and these employees were not always as proficient in 
English, it created difficulties in team meetings. It could be observed that local team 
members who were not fluent in English were often unclear about certain terms, issues 
and concepts of GPD/IT2 when they were initially presented to the local team plainly 
due to difficulties of understanding the language (researcher’s notes). In several cases 
these challenges were realized and provisions made for it. 

“The training material we already have available in German or in English 
so we might have to translate it here and there as the key users for in-
stance are not really fit in English.” (GPM) 

And, after all, practicing one’s English also served as motivational factor in some 
cases. 

“The most motivation was the participation to this international possibility 
to speak English with other colleagues.” (Local project manager) 

In summary, it can be sustained that the change practice of establishing new lan-
guage was an important aspect in the construction and enactment of the changed social 
reality of GPD/IT2, and in the introduction and establishment of new ideas, concepts 
and objectives. The practice supported other change practices, especially the ones fo-
cusing on the content aspects of change as it helped to establish and construct this con-
tent. It did so by identifying and defining appropriate terms for the change initiative’s 
concepts, ideas and objectives. Furthermore, the terminology of these features was 
defined in order to assure a common understanding. The new terms were used and 
communicated repetitively in order to bring them to full attention of all constituents, 
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and finally the change in terminology was accompanied by a related behavioral 
change. By doing so, the practice of establishing new language enacted the introduc-
tion, establishment and implementation of GPD/IT2.  

6.7.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

The role of language in organizational change has been identified as critically im-
portant (Dunford & Jones, 2000). “Talk is the fundamental material of human rela-
tions” (Scott & Lyman, 1968: 46) and therefore, language, discourse or “narrative is 
especially relevant to the analysis of organizational processes because people do not 
simply tell stories―they enact them” (Pentland, 1999: 711). Accordingly, the change 
practice of establishing new language builds on these established perceptions about the 
importance of language and its use in the social construction of reality and change.  

That language and communication play an important role in the production of 
change is not a new idea (Ford & Ford, 1995; Vaara, 2002). “Change as an organiza-
tional phenomenon necessarily occurs in a context of human social interactions, which 
constitute and are constituted by communication” (Ford & Ford, 1995: 542). These 
social, communicative interactions construct the social structures and realities of or-
ganizational processes and change (Berger & Luckmann, 1967). Organizational reali-
ties are created, sustained and modified through the interaction and communication of 
change participants and the matter of deliberate, planned change is “bringing into exis-
tence, through communication, a new reality or set of social structures… It is a process 
that is created, produced and maintained by and within communication” (Ford & Ford, 
1995: 542). 

The general role and effect of discourse and language on the dynamics of change 
processes has been advanced by several authors and established through a multitude of 
studies (Marshak, 1993; Barrett et al., 1995; Heracleous & Barrett, 2001; Heracleous 
& Marshak, 2004). Especially the constructivist and discourse-based studies that build 
on the “linguistic turn” within social sciences (Wittgenstein, 1967) perceive of lan-
guage as the dominant symbolic resource available for accomplishing social reality 
and change construction (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Samra-Fredricks, 2003). Within 
planned change processes one element of the role and use of language by change man-
agers, then, is to create, sustain, focus and complete a change process. This ‘performa-
tive’ perspective of language and communication that does not see communication as a 
tool to promote or represent change, but as the constructive vehicle to produce change 
has been established particularly through the works of Ford and colleagues (Ford & 
Ford, 1995; Ford, 1999a; Ford et al., 2002) and builds on concepts such as narratives 
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and speech acts as important communication elements (Ford & Ford, 1995; Dunford & 
Jones, 2000). Also others, such as Barrett and colleagues (1995), have identified the 
importance of the emergence of a new language to construct novel actions and change. 
They contend that new language generates new actions, which in turn triggers different 
action possibilities and the alteration of assumptions and beliefs.  

The conception of a change practice of establishing new language builds on this 
constructivist perspective of change that perceives organizations, organizational proc-
esses and change as socially constructed realities in which the reality is interpreted, 
constructed, enacted and maintained in, through, and by language and discourse  
(Barrett et al., 1995; Ford, 1999a; Pentland, 1999). It confirms this constructive and 
performative character of language and discourse for the enactment of strategic change 
processes and supports the importance for the construction, management and ad-
vancement of strategy and change as already “others have shown that shifting the fo-
cus of conversations can produce breakthroughs in organizational performance and 
change” (Ford et al., 2002: 113).  

Also, the possibility for a deliberate manipulation of language and the use thereof 
has been acknowledged in establishing new strategy and managing planned change 
initiatives. “Change agents work with, through, and on conversations to generate, sus-
tain and complete new conversations in order to bring about an altered network of 
conversations that result in the accomplishment of specific commitments” (Ford, 
1999b: 1). “Organizational change necessitates a language change to be success-
ful…managing the language is a critical competency for the successful leadership of 
change” (Dunford & Jones, 2000: 1208) and has been described as an important ele-
ment of sensegiving in the strategy and strategic change process (Dunford & Jones, 
2000). “The act of inscribing words and actions around the strategy in the appropriate 
professional and socio-cultural codes of the interlocutor is called overcoding the strat-
egy” (Rouleau, 2005: 1426). My findings are thus confirming the results reported also 
by other studies that change relies on the emergence and intentional establishment of 
new language to construe novel actions (Barrett et al., 1995). 

The importance of language for social practices has also been emphasized in the 
strategy-as-practice literature (Hendry, 2000; Samra-Fredricks, 2003; Denis et al., 
2007). Denis et al. (2007: 198) point out that a “social practice perspective of strategy 
is based on the idea that actors ensure the mediation between action and cognition 
through on-going talk and thus contribute to the structuration of strategic change proc-
esses.” It is, they accentuate in line with Rouleau (2005), through language that strat-
egy is linked to action and practice. “Organizational change can be understood as an 
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infective process in which the work of change managers is to purposively infect an 
organization with new conversations that spread and become part of the organization’s 
network of conversations” (Ford, 1999b: 23). 

Additionally, Barrett and colleagues (1995) argue that change participants should 
be allowed to ‘try on’ new language. And if a change process were slowed down or 
impeded, it might not be due to resistance but a case of sensemaking of the new termi-
nology. They argue that it is not “individuals who are resistant but the available dis-
course systems that create, maintain, and transform people’s assumptions and beliefs” 
(Barrett et al., 1995: 370). 

6.8. Training and learning 
Another change practice focused primarily on the content aspects of change proc-

esses is the training and learning practice. This practice is focused on conveying and 
communicating the content and objectives of GPD/IT2 to the involved constituents in 
order to supply them with the necessary understanding, skills and capabilities. There-
fore, the training and learning practice concentrated on activities of training and coach-
ing aimed at providing an official and unofficial learning platform to the employees.  

Once again the chapter will be structured into three parts: the first one giving illus-
trative examples of the training and learning practice, the second one discussing the 
focus and substance of the practice, and the third one grounding the practice in exist-
ing literature and theory.  

6.8.1. Case examples of the training and learning practice 

In order to prepare CaseCo employees for GPD/IT2, extensive trainings were 
given aimed at communicating the content and objective of GPD/IT2 as well as edu-
cating and preparing them to use and execute the GPD/IT2 processes and system. 
Training and coaching within GPD/IT2 had three main foci. The first focus was on 
training the global development team in the initial development stage of GPD/IT2. 
This team was mainly educated in IT-related topics as well as project and change man-
agement skills. The second focus was on training and learning activities for the MO 
employees during the implementation phase. These included process and IT-related 
trainings and, in part, change management training. The third training focus was on 
process and IT trainings that were offered after the local implementations and aimed at 
the continuous improvement and further usage of GPD/IT2. Examples of these training 
and learning activities and their perceived importance for the change process will be 
given in this section. It is structured into three parts, (1) General and initial global team 
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training, (2) Local MO implementation training, and (3) Training activities in the con-
tinuous business improvement process. 

6.8.1.1. General and initial global team training activities 

In order to successfully implement and execute GPD/IT2, many challenges had to 
be tackled. Many of those challenges were related to the people involved in the change 
process. 

“From the global side we have to assure that we are equipped for our re-
sponsibilities related to human resources, organization and compe-
tences… We need to develop the right people and build up competences 
where we have shortcomings.” (Global project manager) 

Consequently, apart from technical demands, training was identified as one of the 
key efforts to be undertaken within the project as the “level of qualification of employ-
ees” (GPO) was a crucial factor for GPD/IT2. 

“That is the main effort that we have in the project, data migration and 
training.” (GPO) 
“You don’t get these kind of people… you have to work and build-up those 
people, give them time to learn.” (GPM) 

Managing the change process of GPD/IT2, some managers explained, meant to a 
large extent carrying out trainings. 

“We have a project plan… and one dimension is called change manage-
ment and that is accomplished to a large extent through establishing the 
process organization [GPOs and GPMs] and training.” (Global project 
manager) 
“Because change will happen anyway, so you have to manage that. If the 
change is not so significant you don’t have to manage as much and you 
can completely cover that with trainings.” (GPO) 

Trainings constituted an important means of change management right from the 
start of GPD/IT2. Training and learning activities in the initial stage of the project 
mainly focused on providing change management skills, as well as IT-related knowl-
edge to the project members. 

“It doesn’t mean, and I want to be clear about that, that it is exclusively 
IT. But that represents the fundamentals. It represents the fundamentals to 
form an efficient organization.” (GPO) 

So GPD/IT2 in the initial stage predominantly provided a learning platform for the 
project team members to achieve mastery with the new IT2 system.  
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“Initially we had this huge trainings camp at headquarters where, for a 
year and a half we did not do any implementations but trained people.” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 
“The IT teams got acquainted with the SAP system because we had rather 
little SAP knowledge and if more on R2 than on R3. So they built up those 
competences, recruited new employees and carried out trainings.” (Global 
project manager) 

To conduct trainings was part of the GPD/IT2 change management approach. 
Moreover, change management skills were also the content of several trainings, espe-
cially in the initial phase of the project. 

“In every implementation change management is an integral part, hence 
also trainings point in that direction. How do I do that, managing the 
change process in the individual [local] organizations?” (CBE) 

A general manager of one of the MOs recalled: 

“Back then we were at IMD in Lausanne and had a multi-day training on 
change management as general managers and together with the complete 
management and the sales and marketing management. That was very 
helpful with respect to the methods and the understanding of change.” 
(GM MO) 

So whereas during the initial stage of GPD/IT2 the focus of the training and learn-
ing activities was primarily on IT and change management-related issues for the global 
project teams, the training efforts during the local implementations shifted in focus and 
participation. 

6.8.1.2. Local MO implementation trainings 

The standardized, local implementation methodology included a comprehensive 
set of trainings and workshops that were offered to the MOs. The training concept was 
globally offered and managed by the corporate business excellence (CBE) department 
in a standardized form that could be adapted to the local requirements. In general the 
trainings offered included (see Figure 86): 

1. process organization training, 
2. GPDS platform training, 
3. process training, 
4. IT2 system training, 
5. train the trainer training, and  
6. change management training. 

The process organization training targeted all CaseCo employees and included 
CaseCo’s vision and “Mission 3C” strategy and CaseCo’s business excellence model. 
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The GPDS platform training aimed at providing information to all employees about 
the information that could be found on the platform, its structure and possible usage 
and benefits for the execution of the business processes. The training was mainly of-
fered to Local Process Managers (LPM) and key users. The purpose of the process 
trainings was to describe the global GPD/IT2 processes in detail and generate an in 
depth understanding of them for the Local Process Managers, key users and employ-
ees. The IT2 system training intended to provide an in-depth understanding of the IT2 
system to the LPMs, key users and all employees in order to enable them to navigate 
and use the system with ease.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 86: Overview of GPDS and GPD/IT2-related trainings 

(Source: CBE presentation) 

As CaseCo’s training approach was to employee the global as well as local project 
team members as trainers for the different training modules, a train-the-trainer training 
was offered to prepare the trainers for their tasks. This training aimed at enabling the 
project members to train and coach other employees and focused on training prepara-
tion and training delivery methods. The training was offered to local trainers and key 
users.  

Finally, CaseCo offered change management training. Its purpose was to provide 
awareness for the GPD/IT2 change management approach, an ability to build com-
mitment and to manage the GPD/IT2 change through successful change leadership 
skills. The training included role and behavior models, teambuilding exercises, toolsets 
and action plans, and was targeted at the local management and the implementation 
project team.  

“It is the preparatory change management. That means we have included 
a change management training in GPD/IT2 in order to assure that when 
the teams go into the countries we get them ready, first the leadership 
teams and then the people in the processes. We want to get them ready so 
that they are able to change their processes...You need to know how to 
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manage the change process. It is a prerequisite or actually a component of 
the GPD/IT2 roll-out.” (GPO) 

The training material and documentation was provided by CBE in English and 
German, and was supposed to be adapted to the local situation and if necessary trans-
lated into the local language. The general training concept proposed a staged approach 
within which the local management, the project teams and key users were to be trained 
during the Site Preparation Phase (SPP) and all other employees during the Site Im-
plementation Phase.  

“The trainings effort is vast when I have to get 400 sales people from day 
one on to a top level. I need a lot of training resources and that is easier if 
I do it in a phased approach.” (CBE) 
“What we will do after the SOR is basically to start teaching the local 
people, especially the key users on the system, brining them up to speed.” 
(GPM) 

The critical importance of sufficient training for an effective local implementation 
of GPD/IT2 was often stressed. However, the usage and focus of the trainings offered 
in the local implementations differed from country to country. The IT2 system and the 
process training were offered and executed in each MO and seen as crucial for the pro-
ject; the system aspects sometimes even more so than the process aspects.  

“The key is training to make sure that they are ready. One is process-
related and the other one is system-related.” (GPM) 

Mainly, the process-related information preceded the system-related training mod-
ules. 

“We went through a week of hands on training. First we have done the 
process side then we did the system side.” (GPM) 

However, when the schedules became tight and the go-live date of GPD/IT2 ap-
proached the process-related trainings were occasionally sacrificed for IT-related train-
ings as the implementation team wanted to make sure everybody was capable of han-
dling and using the IT2 system. This approach, conversely, was seen critically from 
the CBE department.  

“The people need to get trained in the processes… It still is the case today 
that mainly functionality is being trained in the organizations. But cur-
rently I am getting more serious about it and for me it is a red flag if the 
processes don’t get trained. They need to postpone the go-live then… Why 
do I want that the processes get trained? Well, for example if a local em-
ployee just knew how to enter the repair order data but he didn’t under-
stand the philosophy of the ASS process, he didn’t understand the objec-
tives in the ASS process, we would never be able to implement the new ASS 
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process and achieve our targets. It is not about them getting a new system 
and the transactions look different and there are a few new fields. It is 
about understanding what we are doing and why we are doing that.” 
(CBE) 

Market organizations where the training approach was perceived as very effective 
also combined the system and process-related aspects in the trainings as did the MOs 
Great Britain and Ireland or Germany. 

“There will be a GPD/IT2 presentation on what is GPD/IT2 and what 
does it mean. And that should be the start of every training course. But 
thereafter it is really the functional training but within the functional train-
ing it isn’t simply cases there for CaseCo sales center, this is how you en-
ter an order and in this field you must put the number of employees before 
you tap to the next field. It is more the case, it is important to enter the 
number of employees [of the customer] because this information is then 
used at the business reporting department to calculate the potential for fu-
ture reporting etc.” (Local project manager) 
 “And the success of GPD/IT2 is that also with trainings of the system peo-
ple are also trained in the process that they know why the system is devel-
oped in a certain way… and especially on the process idea that is behind 
it.” (GPM) 

The extent of the utilization and perceived importance of the GPDS, train-the-
trainer, process organization and change management training differed in the MOs, but 
was mostly second to the IT2 and process trainings. 

“It [the change management training] is made available but it is up to the 
local organization how many people or which target group it will be of-
fered to.” (CBE)  

Especially in times of limited resources these trainings were more and more sacri-
ficed as GPD/IT2 progressed.  

“[The change management training] is scarcely used anymore. The offi-
cial statement is because of time constraints.” (CBE) 

However, some of these implementations where trainings on change management 
were skipped, like the one in MO France, were often perceived as more difficult 
(GPMs). 

“The training on the process and in the system is mandatory, that is 
clear… that is part of the project management. The other training on 
change management on a very high level has not taken place. CaseCo 
France does not see a need to have that.” (Local project manager) 

Besides the general considerations of which trainings were to be offered to whom 
and with which content, a lot of operational aspects and details were contemplated for 
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the local implementation trainings. Some of these activities were covered by a dedi-
cated member of the change management team before it had been dismissed. 

“I took care of the training logistics plan, considering which trainings as-
pects we needed, how many of those, how many repetitions in which time-
frame. How many trainers? At which locations do we need to train simul-
taneously? Who makes sure there are computers at the training sites?” 
(CBE) 

Other aspects of the trainings that were devised included the number of repetitions 
of trainings, their dispersion over time and their supplementation with other learning 
and coaching activities and material. 

 “It is important to not just make the training few months before the im-
plementation because if you train some people one year before they forget. 
We need to continue to train and train and train and to explain.” (Local 
project manager) 
“We have made very good experiences in Switzerland where we didn’t 
only get the people to the course once a week but kept on working with 
them with homework, with continuous feedback… It was an intensive 
coaching for the people.” (Local project manager) 

Another important aspect was the cross-process coordination of trainings for em-
ployees who needed to be trained in several processes like CaseCo Sales Center man-
agers. 

“Which trainings do we need for which people? How can we coordinate 
ourselves between the processes so that a CaseCo Sales Center doesn’t get 
trained five times because there are five different scenarios from different 
processes but there is one package for the CaseCo Sales Center?” (CBE) 

Furthermore, it was seen as essential to really drive the trainings through the line 
and also include local management early on in the training cycle. An example was 
given for CaseCo North America (CNA). 

“What we missed there in Canada was the opportunity to drive it through 
upper and even middle-management, basically they got trained say about 
two to three months before go-live, which is clearly too late and the field 
… maybe got one power point presentation regarding it and that was it.” 
(GPM) 

Finally, the approach of letting the organizations train themselves was taken quite 
serious in GPD/IT2. The local implementation and management team members were 
supposed to do most of the trainings for the local key users and employees themselves.  

“Our approach was that the organizations train themselves.” (GPM) 
“So my task will be to train all these people, transfer knowledge to them, 
be sure they are also able to train everybody else with the top-down con-
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cept because I cannot do everything myself. And that is for me the key is-
sue because if I am able to transfer what I know … it means that somehow 
I don’t only understand but I am also able to explain to them without 
thinking about it.” (Local process expert) 

Besides technical issues such as data cleansing and migration, training was often 
cited as the most significant activity and crucial success factor for an effective imple-
mentation. 

“It is back to the experience from IT1. If you get the training right your 
implementation will go well. If you get it wrong your implementation will 
be a disaster.” (Local project manager) 

But as the change process of GPD/IT2 was not completed after the successful lo-
cal implementations, the training and learning activities also continued throughout the 
business improvement process. 

6.8.1.3. Training activities in the continuous business improvement process 

As described before, the overall GPD/IT2 change process included not only the 
individual local implementations but also an on-going business improvement process. 
In this way, a continuous improvement of the business processes and enhancement of 
the IT2 system was accomplished. One consequence of the involved IT2.x release up-
dates and process improvements was the need to also communicate and train the new 
functionality to the local organizations.  

“There is a release update, changes are coming and now I have to train 
the key users so that they are able to pass the trainings on to the end users 
so… we have to do an additional training.” (LPE) 

Consequently, the set-up of the continuous business improvement and release up-
grade process made training and learning activities a crucial activity for the roll-back 
implementations after the initial go-live of a MO. These on-going training activities 
often posed a considerable challenge to the global organization. 

“Due to the releases we have to do another roll-out, a roll-back that 
brings new functionality… The problem then is that a lot of functionality is 
available but is only used from one or two organizations… The Austrian 
or Benelux organization they don’t know about a lot of things. They still 
do work-arounds because they don’t know how the functionality works… 
We don’t give them any people anymore to do that [training].” (Global 
project manager) 

A member of CBE responsible for the global trainings maintained that a deficient 
local change process was often not a result of resistance against GPD/IT2, or unwill-
ingness to change, but a shortage in trainings and training resources. The substantial 
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need for on-going training and learning activities was also revealed by the business 
improvement reviews piloted in MOs Benelux and Austria (compare chapter 6.2.1).    

“And we have realized through the review pilots that Austria isn’t using 
some things and doesn’t know about some things for which we have much 
better solutions in the meantime which have somehow passed by them. But 
if they want to use these solutions they need someone to explain it to them. 
What? Why? How? How do we implement that? What is the required 
training effort?” (CBE) 
 “Further training that is the number one activity that comes out of these 
reviews...And after all it depended to a very big extent on the know-how of 
the people who executed the processes.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

One way in which the training and learning activities for the business improve-
ment process were offered and carried out was with the Expert Meetings/Process 
Weeks (see chapter 6.1.1).  

“We offer in a standardized form those processes weeks or master classes 
where the key users get trained… and we hope to convey those skills that 
were lacking before through these trainings… Master classes are joint key 
user trainings in the respective processes and a certain part of the Process 
Week should be such a master class, not only the collection of prioritiza-
tions of change requests… And in principle all [process teams] had com-
mitted themselves to offering those master classes.” (GPD/IT2 project 
manager) 

These trainings within the Process Weeks, the master classes, were seen as ade-
quate activity on a global level to cover some of the training requirements. Additional 
trainings on the local level were, however, still seen as a requirement in order to im-
prove the utilization of new functionality, and hence, improve the effectiveness of the 
overall GPD/IT2 change process. 

6.8.1.4. Summary 

In summary, it can be maintained that training and learning activities played a cru-
cial role in the GPD/IT2 change process and were seen as important element for an 
effective change process. Within this chapter I have given several examples of those 
training activities. Firstly, this included trainings on the global level within the initial 
project stage, in order to educate the team members especially in change management 
techniques and IT skills. Secondly, I have provided an overview of the extensive train-
ing and learning activities offered within the local implementations, as they were a 
crucial element for communicating the objectives and contents of GPD/IT2 and train-
ing the local employees of all levels in necessary capabilities. Finally, I have illus-
trated the deployment of training activities within the on-going business improvement 
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process of GPD/IT2 that were utilized to exploit the opportunities provided through 
the release upgrades. These examples are again summarized in Table 11. 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

General and initial global 
team training 

Identify the required 
competences and train-
ing needs and the tar-
geted employees for 
training activities 

Design and execute 
required training and 
coaching activities with 
relevant project mem-
bers 

Knowledge about the content 
and objective of the change 
project as well as proficiency 
in required change manage-
ment capabilities 

Local MO implementa-
tion training 

Consider a general 
training concept, plan 
and material; identify 
the specific local train-
ing requirements and 
conditions 

Adapt, assemble and 
execute the trainings 
according to the spe-
cific local necessities 

Communication of all 
change-related issues to local 
MO and education of team 
members to enable them to 
adopt the changes 

Training activities in the 
continuous business 
improvement process 

Devise a training con-
cept, material and plan 
to match the continuous 
improvements and on-
going developments 

Communicate and train 
the on-going develop-
ments on the global and 
local level 

Assurance of a skillful adop-
tion of all on-going develop-
ments on all levels of the 
organization 

Table 11: Training and learning practice - case summary 

 

6.8.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

After having illustrated occasions and activities of the training and learning prac-
tice in the course of GPD/IT2, the general focus and substance of this practice will be 
discussed in this section. This will include a reflection on the general objective and the 
involved activities of the practice.  

As GPD/IT2 touched on every level and area of the CaseCo organization and in-
volved changes in every functional field, the required training activities were quite 
extensive and, as many quotes in the previous section have revealed, seen as a crucial 
element of GPD/IT2. Primarily, they focused on IT functionality and the business 
process logic of the newly established GPD/IT2 elements. A particular characteristic 
of CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 change initiative was that the project was managed and exe-
cuted almost exclusively with internal staff. Hence, in order to execute the change 
process successfully, an additional training focus was placed on change management 
methods that would enable the project members to successfully implement and execute 
the project. Also, as the trainings themselves were to be conducted and administered 
by CaseCo employees. Train-the-trainer seminars to educate the employees in training 
techniques were an important activity of the overall GPD/IT2 training concept.  
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Based on GPD/IT2’s broad scope and large scale, the targeted participants of the 
training and learning activities included employees on all levels of the organization. 
Not only the operational staff was to be trained in the usage of the system, but the top 
management was to be educated in the ideas and concepts of GPD/IT2 and related new 
management practices. 

“The most important driver in change would be the line management and 
not some sort of project team or staff member. It has to go through the line 
that means that you have to educate the line first and sell it to them.” 
(GPM M&S) 

Consequently, the various training and learning activities aimed at employees of 
all different levels in order to provide the specific required education to all constitu-
ents. Hence, the training activities as well as the topics of the education were tailored 
to the different teams, their needs and their prior experience and knowledge. 

“You need to develop the right people. You need to consider where you 
are lacking competences and then develop these competences.” (Global 
project manager) 

Finally, the GPD/IT2 project team employed and combined several different train-
ing and learning methods and activities.  

“It is a combination of training, telling and educating the people.” (Local 
project team member MO Italy) 

Particularly for the local implementations a strong emphasis was placed on class-
room style trainings. But these kinds of trainings were complemented by further 
documentation and self-learning material that could be found on the intranet and in the 
Global Process Documentation System (GPDS), which was the main resource plat-
form for all GPD/IT2-related information. 

“I have to train the employee at least once. I need to show him where to 
find complementing material on the intranet and where to look for training 
material himself. We have this GPDS platform and it was the aim that they 
could also find the local training material there.” (CBE) 

Hence, choosing the right method and media for the education was an integral part 
of the practice that the responsible project team members took into consideration. 

“How are we going to tell them and telling them once is probably not 
enough. So how to make sure that we tell them three or four times and 
what kind of media do we use? Do we send out an email? Do we prepare a 
training package? Or how do we do it?” (GPM) 

Furthermore, on-going and individual coaching activities that could be tailored to 
the individual needs of employees were performed by the project members.  
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“Our GPMs need to be on site sufficiently in order to assure that the local 
colleagues have understood the process…and how their processes function 
in the system.” (GPO) 
“It is intensive coaching activities for the people that we will develop for 
that [GPD/IT2].” (Local project manager) 

Consequently, the training and learning practice of GPD/IT2 extended beyond tra-
ditional class-room trainings into establishing a multitude of training and learning ac-
tivities, material and a learning platform for the project. 

“To establish this learning platform, that is really important.” (GPO) 
In conclusion, it can be maintained that the training and learning practice was an 

important aspect of GPD/IT2 for introducing and establishing the ideas, concepts and 
objectives of the project and enabling the employees to embrace the changes and util-
ize the new GPD/IT2 processes and functionality. Hence, this practice primarily sup-
ported the content dimension of strategic change as it was vital for establishing and 
disseminating the change content. It did so by providing training and coaching of the 
GPD/IT2 processes and system, and linking them to CaseCo’s overall strategy. Fur-
thermore, it included the provision of a learning platform, such as GPDS, that served 
for the documentation of all project-related information, and could be used by the em-
ployees for self-learning activities. By doing so the training and learning practice sup-
ported the introduction, establishment and implementation of GPD/IT2’s content and 
objectives and the acquisition of necessary skills.  

6.8.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

Based on the resource-based view (RBV) (Barney, 1991; Grant, 1991) and the 
more specific capability-based, or dynamic capability view (Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 
1997; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2001), the general importance of organizational capabili-
ties and capability building (Makadok, 2001) has been recognized for obtaining or sus-
taining competitive advantage. Capabilities have been defined as a special type of re-
source, specifically, “an organizationally embedded nontransferable firm-specific re-
source whose purpose is to improve the productivity of the other resources possessed 
by the firm” (Makadok, 2001: 389). The importance of developing new capabilities, 
acquiring skills, managing knowledge, and learning have been recognized as funda-
mentally important strategic issues especially in the context of change (Teece et al., 
1997). A key role of strategic management, and strategic change management in par-
ticular, lies in appropriately adapting, integrating and reconfiguring organizational 
skills to match the requirements of changing environments. Teece, Pisano and Shuen 
(1997: 515), for example, argue that the issues of capability building and development 
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are “intimately tied to the firm’s business processes, market positions, and expansion 
paths.” Consequently, if these processes, positions and paths are transformed through a 
strategic change process, new skills, know-how and capabilities need to be acquired, 
built and developed. 

Several learning constructs have been introduced that discuss the different modes 
and possibilities for capability acquisition and development (e.g. Cohen & Levinthal, 
1990; March, 1991; Eisenhardt & Martin, 2001). A detailed discussion of their differ-
ent approaches and characteristics is beyond the scope of this thesis. However, it can 
be noted that the concept and importance of organizational learning especially in 
changing environments and contexts of change has been well-established in the litera-
ture. In fact, organizational learning is often most closely related to organizational 
change. Based on a review of the organizational learning literature Tsang (1997) dis-
cusses the key conditions of organizational learning, which he ascertains to be change 
in cognition, change in potential behavior, and change in actual behavior (see Figure 
87). Some studies even use organizational learning as a related or synonymous con-
struct to change. For example, Hill (1996) defines change of behavior as the perceived 
output of the learning process, whereas Templeton et al. (2002) use organizational 
learning as an analogy to change, where single loop learning translates into incre-
mental organizational change and double loop learning corresponds with radical or-
ganizational change. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 87: Key elements of the organizational learning construct 

(Tsang (1997)) 

Moreover, organizational learning is also closely linked to an activity or practice-
based approach. “Organizational learning is a concept used to describe certain types of 
activity that take place in an organization” (Tsang, 1997: 75). Especially situated 
learning (Lave & Wenger, 1991) has already been closely associated with a strategy-
as-practice approach (Johnson et al., 2007) as it concentrates on learning activities 
situated in the context of organizational life and perceives learning as emergent from 
activity. 
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Furthermore, individual as well as organizational learning activities have been 
emphasized as essential for information technology (IT) implementations (Attewell, 
1992). The burden to develop technical know-how can easily become a hurdle to adop-
tion and usage of new IT systems. To overcome these “knowledge barriers” (Attewell, 
1992: 1) several adaptation activities have been identified as critical in an IT imple-
mentation process. Training and learning-related activity has been suggested to assure 
that “organizational members are trained both in the new procedures and in the IT ap-
plication” (Cooper & Zmud, 1990: 124), which is akin to the approach taken for the 
GPD/IT2 implementation and to the focus of the training and learning change practice. 

One of the main training and learning activities within GPD/IT2 was classroom-
based training. However, as discussed above other learning activities, approaches and 
modes of learning were also used and perceived as necessary to complement these 
teaching activities. An extensive discussion about different learning, training and ca-
pability development approaches, modes and styles can be found in the organizational 
learning literature (Senge, 1990; Argyris & Schön, 1996; Argote, 1999). A beneficial 
effect of combining different methods in on-going training activities to achieve effec-
tive learning results is thus in line with the wider field of organizational learning, as 
well as with an s-as-p perspective. The change practice of the training and learning 
follows and builds on these arguments, and further establishes it as an important activ-
ity within a change and implementation process, especially when an IT implementa-
tion is involved in the overall strategic change process. 

6.9. Second interim summary 
In the past few sections I have introduced and described four change practices that 

were present within CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 change process and that focused primarily on 
content-related aspects of the change process. The objective refining and clarification 
practice dealt with specifying, extending, clarifying and further refining the content 
and objectives of change. The practice of identity and community building involves 
activities around team building and establishing a common identity, mission, roles and 
responsibility, and objectives for groups involved in the change process. Establishing 
new language emphasizes the constructive and performative effect of language and 
discourse for the construction of change processes. And, finally, training and learning 
is a practice that deals with conveying relevant knowledge and skills to change partici-
pants. 

Besides being change practices themselves, and hence constructive elements in the 
enactment of change, the substance and focus of these change practices are issues pri-
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marily related to content aspects of change (Pettigrew, 1987). Through these change 
practices they are specified and refined, established in the identity of teams, trained 
and instructed, as well as constructed through new language. Consequently, the sub-
stance and objective of these practices could be summarized as dealing with the inter-
pretation and dissemination of the objectives of a situated strategic change process. 
Successful performance of these change practices means constantly reinforcing and 
hence thoroughly establishing the content and objectives of the change process on all 
levels of the organization. Also, these practices not only have a performative element 
and character that concentrate on enacting, executing and performing the practice, they 
also have a reflective element and character dealing with the contemplation, delibera-
tion and planning of the practices themselves. 

Having identified several change practices that predominantly focus on the proc-
ess and the content aspects of change and further building on Pettigrew’s (1987) 
change dimensions, the following change practices mainly concentrate on context as-
pects of change processes. 

6.10. Establishing connectedness and relatability 
The change practice of establishing connectedness and ‘relatability’―the ability 

to relate something to something else―subsumes activities that aimed at embedding 
the GPD/IT2 change process into its historical and organizational context. The activi-
ties identified as establishing connectedness and relatability linked the GPD/IT2 
change process to its antecedent developments and predecessor projects, and tied it 
into the organizational and cultural context of CaseCo. By doing so, it also constructed 
the context of GPD/IT2 at the same time. As one of the GPOs remarked about the at-
tempt to manage the change process: 

“I don’t know if there is anything like a recipe or a handbook that states 
how to do it because I think we are very much embedded in the context and 
the history of the organization.” (GPO) 

Acknowledging the situated character of the change process, this section will il-
lustrate activities that embedded and linked the GPD/IT2 process to its context. Subse-
quently, the general focus and substance of the practice will be elaborated on. And in a 
final section, the practice will be discussed in the light of existing theory and literature.  

6.10.1. Case examples of the establishing connectedness and relatability practice 

The GPD/IT2 change initiative could not be planned, executed or evaluated with-
out taking the specific situation and context into consideration within which the 
changes occurred. Consequently, GPD/IT2 also included activities that manipulated 
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and managed the change process in such a way that they established a certain degree 
of connectedness or relatability to the historical and organizational context of the pro-
ject. The sub-cases used to illustrate these activities include (1) Building on the IT1 
predecessor project and (2) Connecting and embedding GPD/IT2 in MO Italy. 

6.10.1.1. Building on the IT1 predecessor project 

As described before (see chapter 4.2.6.1), GPD/IT2 had a predecessor project that 
had already intended to implement a common, integrated IT system at CaseCo in the 
second half of the 1990s. This IT1 project shared several similarities with GPD/IT2.  

“We had initiated a similar project with IT1 before and I say initiated be-
cause we never really finished it but maybe it was a good learning experi-
ence for IT2 because we also introduced IT1 back then as global stan-
dard.” (GPO) 

Besides the common objective of introducing and implementing a single global IT 
infrastructure, the main similarity was the project approach, a global project team re-
sponsible for the development and roll-out of the change process. Both projects, IT1 
and GPD/IT2 worked with a global project team that was charged with the implemen-
tation of the change initiative in the various MOs. For each local implementation, the 
global team was complemented by a local team and carried out the implementation in 
joint responsibility. 

“The approach that we had chosen was similar. We started and also built 
a kernel…that was supposed to be rolled-out.” (GPM) 

Once the local implementation was completed the system was supported from the 
global team that was responsible for the maintenance, enhancement and upgrade of the 
system.  

“So the concept really is identical to the concept of GPD/IT2 but on a 
much smaller scale. The GPD/IT2 is global processes and global system 
that is really global whereas IT1 was more about the IT system and it was 
only looking at seven MOs.” (IT1 global project member) 

The main difference in the project approaches was the inclusion of and very close 
link to global business processes within GPD/IT2 which was not in scope for IT1. 

“[For IT1] we didn’t start with the global definition of data and processes 
but we commenced with the system and I think that is one of the most im-
portant learnings that we made as a company that we approached it dif-
ferently.” (GPO) 

The other apparent difference was in the content of the IT-related part of the pro-
jects as the system of IT1 was a character version of Oracle and that of IT2 a ‘gui’ ver-
sion of SAP. The roll-out and further development of IT1 was discontinued in 1999, 
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before the initiation of GPD/IT2 and after it had been implemented in seven MOs. 
These included GB and Ireland which were combined on one system, Sweden and 
Denmark, Australia, Switzerland, Japan and France. IT1 was generally seen as rather 
unsuccessful and frustrating project for many participants.  

“The initial objective to standardize something, roll it out and achieve a 
high degree of consistency had been achieved only insufficiently.” (GPM) 
“In Europe and especially in Switzerland and Sweden and Denmark it led 
to substantial dissatisfaction of the organizations who adopted it [IT1], a 
lot of critique.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

Consequently, the initiation of yet another project of global standardization, 
GPD/IT2, was expected in several IT1 MOs without a lot of enthusiasm. A local pro-
ject manager explained at the example of the MO Switzerland: 

“Initially the basic attitude towards the project [GPD/IT2] in Switzerland 
was rather reserved if not to say negative. I’d rather say negative. We only 
had a system change four years or so before. That was the IT1 implemen-
tation which was only a very moderate success. It worked, the system 
worked at the end… but it was not a positive experience. There was no 
positive attitude to be carried on to this project [GPD/IT2]. It was difficult 
to inspire the people for this project as it was a lot of work again and they 
didn’t really want it.” (Global project manager) 

Accordingly, when inquiring about a comparison between the ease and effective-
ness of the GPD/IT2 implementation in MOs that had implemented IT1 and others that 
had not, the expectation was to find more difficulties with the GPD/IT2 implementa-
tions in the IT1 countries than in the non-IT1 countries. Surprisingly, that was not the 
case. Quite to the contrary, all GPD/IT2 project members asked to make such a com-
parison claimed that the implementation and cooperation with IT1 countries were eas-
ier, smoother and better than with non-IT1 countries. 

“Yes, it is much easier with the IT1 countries as they already know how 
the cooperation global local works, at least on the IT level.” (GPD/IT2 
project manager) 
“Yes, I think it was easier in the IT1 countries as they were already used 
to talking to colleagues about the same things, like getting new things in 
release cycles and having to fight for having their interests being reflected 
in the release which was completely new for the others.” (CBE) 
“So it certainly was easier through the prior exposure to IT1, already 
standardized, centralized. Having gone through such a project before cer-
tainly was an advantage.” (GPO) 

Also, a local GPD/IT2 project manager who had been heavily involved in the IT1 
project proclaimed that having gone through and participating in IT1 made the imple-
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mentation of GPD/IT2 much easier. “It does, it definitely does” (Local GPD/IT2 pro-
ject manager and IT1 project member). On the other hand the GPD/IT2 implementa-
tion in countries that did not participate in the IT1 project, like MOs France and 
CAN,29 were often perceived as more difficult.  

“I see significant differences in the mentality and in the approach. The 
Americans insist on the realization of their model, of their conception of 
IT2, their conception of the model of certain processes and they did im-
plement that. I have to mention that very clearly. And that was the reason 
why there were a whole bunch of problems with the implementation in the 
USA because Oracle was introduced there in a completely different way. 
And the next and maybe last big challenge is France. France is not a IT1 
country and we have similar difficulties, similar challenges as in the 
USA.” (GPO) 

So despite the potential frustration of having gone through a less successful IT1 
project whose roll-out was discontinued due to acceptance and technical problems 
(GPO), the GPD/IT2 implementation was perceived as more efficient in IT1 MOs. 
These counter intuitive results were explained by several project members with the 
experience of those MOs and several of their employees, and with the similar proces-
sual approach of the global change project.  

“An IT1 country going to IT2 is much better prepared to take on this 
GPD/IT2 project because number one, they have done this before. They 
know, even though it is a slightly different approach … With IT1, even 
though it is not as global as IT2, with IT1 there was still a global process 
for updating, changing, adding new functionalities. So I think the whole 
global mind-set is already, or it started with IT1 countries. But I wouldn’t 
underestimate the importance of having been through a project like this, a 
very structured project like this. The IT1 countries are much better pre-
pared.” (GPM) 

And a local GPD/IT2 project manager of an IT1 MO, and former project member 
of IT1, maintained: 

“Our implementation is very lucky to have project team members who 
were either involved in the IT1 implementation or have been super users in 
IT1.” (Local project manager) 

Consequently, it was stressed that having gone through IT1, and having had the 
experience with the approach to the global change process, was a big advantage for the 
changes of GPD/IT2. One such example was the MO GB/Ireland, who had been the 

                                              
29 CaseCo North America also implemented an Oracle IT system. The project and its implementation, however, 
were not part of IT1 and did not follow the same approach but were an independent local project.  
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pilot site of IT1, and who could draw on many of the former IT1 project team mem-
bers for GPD/IT2. 

“So for these people they have already been through one implementation. 
They know what it means, they are not scared, they know what is going to 
happen.” (Local project manager) 

One GPO summarized: 

“The experience in such a system implementation helps. It works pretty 
well with implementation of IT2 and GPD for the MOs who already have a 
team, who had switched to IT1 not too long ago… And there are the exact 
opposite examples of those who have absolutely no experience. They tend 
to invent the wheel every time again… So with IT1 the people have learned 
how to cooperate with the global organization and often they have a team 
that has done the implementation before and they know what it means to 
implement a system or to replace a system.” (GPO) 

Building on and connecting the change process to its historical context was not 
only beneficial for the local implementations, but also for the continuous business im-
provement and IT2.x upgrade process. Once again being able to build on experiences 
with IT1 helped several MOs like GB/Ireland with that part of the change process. 

“In terms of communication, we already had communication between 
global and local because of IT1 and all IT1 support was managed by the 
global team. Then the organization is quite used to going to the global 
team for problem solving. Also all the IT1 releases were controlled by the 
global team. So the MO is used to having to submit an enhancement re-
quest with a cost estimate and a justification having that enhancement re-
quest go through an approval process to either be approved or rejected for 
the next upgrade..” (Local project manager) 

So despite having gone through the less successful IT1 project CaseCo managed 
to relate GPD/IT2 to its historical context in the IT1 MOs, and to tie it to the experi-
ences of their employees. CaseCo and the GPD/IT2 project teams mainly did this by 
utilizing a similar change process approach and by personally involving specific peo-
ple in the project for whom the change project approach was not new. 

“In many MOs we have the same [team] members again who know how 
such a project works. If we leave the frustration outside they know how to 
execute such a project with limited resources, limited time and limited ef-
fort… In part they still have the same key users as four, five or six years 
ago.” (GPO) 

Moreover, CaseCo did not only establish this kind of linkage of GPD/IT2 to its 
historical context on the local level, but also on the global level, by integrating and 
involving former IT1 team members in the global GPD/IT2 team. The GPD/IT2 pro-
ject manager was one example.  
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“The GPD/IT2 project manager had played an important role in the IT1 
implementation. For example he did the implementations in GB/Ireland 
and Japan. So he had experience with implementations. And the objective 
was to link the processes with the system and then implement that as a 
package in the organizations. So it made sense that he would do that with 
his experience in IT1.” (CBE) 

Finally, CaseCo complemented the implementation activities with cultural sensiti-
zation activities, which also helped to embed GPD/IT2 into, and link it to its organiza-
tional context and helped to overcome the reservations felt after the discontinued IT1 
initiative.  

“Further activities or programs for the creation and establishment of a 
common CaseCo culture… also lead to the formation of a unique way of 
thinking, unique way of acting that supported the willingness for stan-
dardization… for a new attempt of taking some steps towards standardiza-
tion… So also with the support of the culture program and the experience 
with IT1 we have decreased the reservations, not to zero but to a reason-
able level.” (GPM) 

In summary, it can be maintained that by involving and relying on employees with 
experience in the change process approach somewhat common to both IT1 and 
GPD/IT2, CaseCo helped to embed and connect GPD/IT2 to the organizational context 
of IT1 organizations more than to non-IT1 organizations. It herewith created a more 
efficient change process in the IT1 MOs. As the content of GPD/IT2 provided as much 
novelty to the IT1 organizations as to the non-IT1 organizations, some of the ease of 
the GPD/IT2 implementation in IT1 MOs could therefore be explained with the con-
nection of GPD/IT2 to its historical context through strong similarities in the process 
dimension of the change initiative. 

Another example of activities that were used to embed and connect GPD/IT2 to its 
organizational context was the Italian implementation. This example will be illustrated 
in the next section. 

6.10.1.2. Connecting and embedding GPD/IT2 in MO Italy 

The effort and activities to inaugurate GPD/IT2 within the MO were particularly 
broad and thorough in Italy. They commenced several years before the actual local 
implementation in 2005 and spanned a multitude of activities. First of all the executive 
management of MO Italy began early to obtain information about GPD/IT2.  

“The general manager had discussions with all the general managers that 
implemented GPD/IT2 already. He got some feedback about success crite-
ria and what is important to be done or to tackle as soon as possible and 
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not to wait until the official project kick-off. That’s why they started with 
data cleansing in 2004 already.” (GPM) 

The general manager commented himself on the early preparation activities for the 
GPD/IT2 implementation and their usefulness. 

“For me the preparations for GPD, for this project were very good and 
long. We have also had good support from the group which goes back I 
think about four years that CaseCo started with this program. We had a 
several day change management training… which was very helpful for the 
understanding of the methods. I have to say the preparations for the pro-
ject were very good.” (GM MO) 

The Italian organization engaged in many activities in preparation for GPD/IT2. 
This included appointing the project team, process experts and managers very early. 

“We needed to nominate the team. They needed to know what their re-
sponsibility is. They needed to have time to prepare. It is no use if the 
preparation only starts after the start of the SOR and to release the people 
only afterwards from their daily jobs. That’s of no use… So we already 
nominated the process owner before.” (Local project manager) 

Some dedicated project team members were already discharged into the global 
GPD/IT2 teams and other MOs in order to support those implementation processes 
long in advance of the Italian implementation. 

“I think we prepared that well but it was also good that we had many peo-
ple already who participated in global teams. That makes it easier… And 
we see that GPD/IT2 brings certain advantages because we have had peo-
ple working in the project already for two or three years. And of course 
they bring back some feedback.” (Local project manager) 

One of the expatriates explained the process of reporting back information during 
her dedicated time in the global team. 

“[I communicated] with my colleagues in middle and upper management 
because for me the main task was to keep them informed, this is what will 
happen, because they are the main drivers in the MO… So in many meet-
ings, we had special meetings where I had to provide feedback.” (Local 
project member) 

However, the perceived advantage for the expatriates went beyond the possibility 
of providing information. It also extended to establishing personal relations with the 
global team that was later responsible for the support of the Italian implementation. 

“I know many guys because I met them during the meetings in the last two 
years… We had already the opportunity to discuss, we had the opportunity 
to know each other. And that is like starting from one instead of zero. That 
could be underestimated but it is also very important because to accept the 
new software, the change of the culture, the change of the processes and if 
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the approach is too tough, ‘we are coming from the corporate so we de-
cide’, you can imagine that you could have a lot of fights.” (Local project 
member) 

Furthermore, the MO started to communicate about GPD/IT2 and the intended 
changes very early to all members of the organization. 

“Already the year before the implementation all employees were informed 
about the project. We used our internal instruments like the organizational 
newspaper and other means of communication to inform our employees 
about GPD/IT2. In several management meetings we informed the em-
ployees and the managers which emphasis we will have and what we want 
to achieve with it. So I think the organization should know now what ob-
jectives we pursue with GPD/IT2.” (GM MO) 

In general it was maintained that early communication was an important activity. 

“A key success factor for the SOR is that the communication has really 
taken place in advance, that the MO is up to speed with the objective and 
the purpose of the project and that the MO has defined a project team, 
prepared those people adequately and has defined rules of how to work 
together in the project.” (Local project manager) 

Additionally, MO Italy had started to organize its own business processes more 
and more according to the global GPD/IT2 processes, and even before the official start 
of their implementation. This was the case with respect to a general process orientation 
as well as for specific processes like warehouse management or customer relationship 
management. 

“We also worked with processes a lot before… about two years before the 
start of the implementation we started to manage the processes with a 
GPD/IT2 perspective.” (GM MO) 
“In the warehouse management project I tried to move into that direction, 
towards GPD and try to put in place the processes in the new warehouse 
management system, organize the new warehouse as close to GPD proc-
esses as possible in order to be already prepared for GPD.” (LPE SCM) 
“When we introduced the CRM, our CRM, we decided―GPD/IT2 was al-
ready in place [globally], the GPD logic with their view of the proc-
esses―we decided to develop the software already based on the same 
structure of GPD… So when we had the opportunity to change a process 
in the past two years we already had a look into the future.” (Local project 
member) 

Many of these activities did not take place, or at least not in such an intensity, at 
other market organizations. For example MO France, which commenced the imple-
mentation process about one year before Italy, had initiated hardly any changes or ad-
aptations to their business prior to the implementation. Asked whether the experiences 
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of the early involvement with GPD/IT2―also French employees had participated in 
the kernel development―had let to any changes at CaseCo France before the roll-out 
started, the local project manager denied, “No, very few” (Local project manager). 
Only the global project manager pointed out that some changes had taken place inde-
pendent of the IT2 system in Customer Complaint Handling and ASS repair. The local 
project manager stressed, “apart from the Complaint Handling with the first contact 
solution I don’t see any big changes apart from this one.”  

So apparently even the dedicated, initial involvement of MO France in GPD/IT2 
did not trigger a similar array of activities in the MO as it did in Italy. 

“We participated in the selection of the software and after that in the core 
building for one year… The approach to involve all the market organiza-
tions in the kernel, even though you did not implement at that time [the 
commitment] was not that long lasting, let’s say because the commitment 
you give at that time and then implement three years later in your own 
market organization, that is so far away in your perspective that you are 
not feeling that much impacted… It was not a very strong buy-in I would 
say.” (Local project manager) 

Consequently, the multitude of activities MO Italy initiated to better connect and 
relate the GPD/IT2 change process to its organizational context were an important as-
pect for the effective local implementation process. 

6.10.1.3. Summary 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Building on the IT1 
predecessor project 

Outline elements of the 
GPD/IT2 change proc-
ess that are equal or 
similar to the IT1 pro-
ject 

Involve IT1 experi-
enced employees in the 
project teams and carry 
out the GPD/IT2 
change process using 
similar methods to IT1 

Build on employee experi-
ence with the change meth-
odology when introducing 
GPD/IT2, hence allowing for 
a relatability of change proc-
ess issues 

Connecting and embed-
ding GPD/IT2 in MO 
Italy 

Draft and craft prepara-
tory activities to reduce 
the scope and disparity 
of the GPD/IT2 change 
implementation 

Educate employees 
through exchange and 
communication, build a 
change inclined culture,  
commence changes 
before official imple-
mentation 

Preparation of the organiza-
tion for the changes to come 
and enable them to embrace 
the changes as an issue they 
can relate to 

Table 12: Practice of establishing connectedness and relatability - case summary 

 

In summary, it can be posited that the two examples given above represent two 
cases in which CaseCo was able to establish connectedness and relatability for the 
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GPD/IT2 change process. In the first case this connectedness was achieved by building 
on a change process approach and methodology that was already known to the IT1 
MOs, therefore enabling them to relate to the historical context, i.e. their experience 
with a similar change process. In the case of the Italian implementation connectedness 
and relatability was achieved by manipulating the organizational context within which 
GPD/IT2 was being implemented locally in a way that showed greater readiness, ac-
ceptance, knowledge and inclination towards the change process. These examples are 
summarized again in Table 12. 

6.10.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

The integration of the change process and its linkage to its context is the focus of 
this change practice. As mentioned earlier, establishing connectedness and relatability 
is a practice that predominantly aims at the context-related aspects of strategic change 
processes. It focuses on customizing the change process to its context and assimilating 
the context to the change process. It targets the juxtaposition and recursive duality of 
context and action posited by Giddens’ (1984) structuration theory. Consequently, the 
practice builds on the idea that a change process is taking place in context, and that it 
influences and shapes itself by situated activity. The practice of establishing connect-
edness and relatability then includes those change activities that alter, affect and shape 
the change processes’ linkage to and mutual creation of its context. 

As the afore mentioned examples illustrate, connectedness and relatability can be 
established in different ways by engaging in several different activities. In general, 
connectedness and relatability could be established in any of the change dimensions of 
content, process or context. But as the purpose of a strategic change initiative usually 
is the introduction and implementation of new content matters, the change process and 
the context aspects are the more likely dimensions for establishing connectedness, as 
the examples demonstrated.  

Employing a change method or approach that has been used before is one possible 
way of establishing connectedness within the process dimension and hence one ele-
ment of this change practice. As the examples of IT1 organizations show, a change 
process can be more effective if the employees involved can relate to the methodology 
used, based on prior experiences they have had with the same or similar approach. 
Utilizing a known change process approach to implement new content, therefore, is 
one part of the practice. 
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“They have done this before…, they know about the project organization, 
they know what needs to be done, they know the scenarios to look for.” 
(GPM) 

Hence, reusing and building on a known change approach is one possibility to es-
tablishing relatability in the process dimension of change. 

Other activities geared more towards establishing connectedness and relatability 
within the context dimension of change included the actions undertaken by MO Italy. 
The Italians employed several different activities including early communication about 
GPD/IT2, an early involvement in the project via emissaries and active participation of 
the management teams in international meetings, a pre-implementation adjustment of 
their business processes towards an alignment with GPD/IT2 processes, and a very 
timely appointment and preparation of their implementation team. These activities 
were further supported by a history and culture encouraging and promoting on-going 
change which was fostered by many activities within MO Italy. 

“The employee satisfaction is very good for the continuous improvement. 
There were specific questions about change management [on an employee 
satisfaction survey] and the answer was that CaseCo Italy employees are 
very open to change management and perceived this change very positive 
because it is our culture to continue to change and improve every year.” 
(Local project manager) 

In this way and with these activities, CaseCo Italy managed to establish connect-
edness and relatability with respect to the context aspects of GPD/IT2, since the local 
employees’ expectations were already directed and targeted at the changes of 
GPD/IT2. 

To summarize, it can be sustained that in some instances CaseCo was able to es-
tablish connectedness and relatability for its GPD/IT2 initiative, which fostered the 
effectiveness and efficiency of the change process. It did so by assimilating the 
GPD/IT2 changes either in the context, or in the process dimension of change. Activi-
ties involved in this practice entailed reusing elements of an established change proc-
ess methodology and approach, early communication, employee and top management 
involvement prior to implementation, adjusting the organizational context to more 
closely fit the intended changes, and fostering a change embracing culture. Moreover, 
whereas using a known change methodology established connectedness based on the 
experiences of people, activities of adjusting the context conditions of a change proc-
ess rather affected the expectations of change participants. 
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6.10.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

The integration of the change process into and linkage to its context is the focus of 
this change practice. It builds on the contextual/processual understanding of change 
and concentrates on customizing the change process to its context and assimilating its 
context to the change process. Accordingly, the practice builds on the conception that 
a change process is situated in its context which it influences and by which it is influ-
enced and shaped. The practice of establishing connectedness and relatability then in-
cludes those change activities that help embed the changes in its context by altering, 
affecting and shaping their linkages. 

As already elucidated by von Weizsäcker (1986) new information, or more gener-
ally the introduction of innovative discourses, not only needs novelty in order to trig-
ger change, but also confirmation in order to maintain connectedness and relatability. 
Taken to the extreme, von Weizsäcker (1986) maintains, information or discourse that 
only contains confirmation is of no value, as it does not provide any additional or new 
knowledge, information or potential for action. Discourse that only contains novelty, or 
a high degree of ‘first-appearance’, leaves us without any comprehension or under-
standing, and instead creates incredulity. Therefore, the value of purely novel informa-
tion, or discourse, is also vanishing (see Figure 88). From these two imaginary end-
points of low information value, where discourse only contains novelty or only con-
firmation, the only way to gain or increase the value of information is by introducing 
more confirmation or novelty, respectively.  

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 88: Value of information with respect to confirmation and novelty 

(Weizsäcker (1986)) 

Correspondingly, the change practice of establishing connectedness and relatabil-
ity directs attention towards achieving a beneficial balance between the inherent nov-
elty of change and a certain degree of confirmation in order to increase the value, ef-
fectiveness and success of the introduced changes. The argument is that strategic 
change processes need to incorporate some kind of confirmation in order to reach con-
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nectedness and relatability30 to their organizational as well as historical context, so that 
it could generate valuable changes. Barrett et al. (1995) contend similar ideas. Within 
their illustration of a strategic change process of the U.S. Navy, they conclude that 
changes have to be “acceptable”, provide some kind of “accepted discourse patterns”, 
and “reinforce” relational discourses like values or believes (Barrett et al., 1995: 367). 
Acceptability could be interpreted as a form of connectedness or relatability, and rein-
forcement as a form of confirmation. Establishing connectedness and relatability then 
could be obtained by employing familiar terms, terminology and, as in the case with 
CaseCo’s IT1 market organizations, change practices. This approach has also been 
suggested by Rouleau (2005: 1425) who recommends ‘connecting’ change in that “the 
material and discursive symbols that belong to the language of the other person must 
be used to transmit the [change] message.” 

Moreover, Ford and colleagues (2002) recognize ‘background conversations’ as 
an important factor of resistance to change. “A background conversation is an implicit, 
unspoken ‘back drop’ or ‘background’ against which explicit, foreground conversa-
tions occur; it is both a context and a reality” (Ford et al., 2002: 108) or what Barrett et 
al. (1995: 361) called “the interlocking sets of background assumptions that guide 
members’ beliefs.” Ford and colleagues (2002) have identified three generic types of 
socially constructed background conversations (or realities) that provoke distinct types 
of resistance to change. These background conversations are complacency, resignation 
and cynicism (see also Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Proposals and attempts for 
change, they maintain, will be met differently by employees, depending on the existent 
background conversation and thus require different activities on behalf of the change 
agents. Ford et al. (2002) suggest several activities or conversations that could be sub-
sumed under the practice of establishing connectedness and relatability. These include 
changing the background through reinvention and conversations for closure (Ford & 
Ford, 1995) 

The conceptions portrayed in the literature (Barrett et al., 1995; Ford et al., 2002; 
Rouleau, 2005), and put forth by the change practice of establishing connectedness and 
relatability are in close correspondence with the request asserted by the advocates of a 
processual/contextual change perspective (Pettigrew, 1985a, 1987; Van de Ven, 1992; 
Dawson, 2003a; Nutt, 2003) for evaluating change including “time, history, process 
and action” (Pettigrew et al., 2001: 699), and for perceiving change as a situated activ-
ity in context. The suggestion of this change practice, however, is that history, antece-

                                              
30 In German the word “Anschlussfähigkeit” is used. 
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dent conditions and context are not only relevant for an academic examination and 
evaluation of change, but also for the practical execution and management of it. His-
torical analysis is necessary for examining many questions and aspects of change 
processes, not only from an academic point of view (Van de Ven, 1992) but their con-
sideration is also relevant from a practitioner’s perspective. 

Several authors suggest the importance of considering and building on antecedents 
and other contextual conditions when planning, evaluating or executing strategic 
change processes. “Transformation cannot be mandated. To be effective, it must be 
undertaken in a way which builds on rather than runs over the past” (Kimberly & 
Bouchikhi, 1995: 9). Yet, they maintain, little research and few practitioners of change 
address the question of “how an organization’s past shapes the present and may con-
strain its future” (Kimberly & Bouchikhi, 1995: 9). Some more recent contributions 
have taken up this request and discussed the creation of enabling conditions for change 
as an important activity to make change initiatives stick. Samra-Fredricks (2003) as-
serts that ‘putting history to work’ was an important element in successfully shaping 
strategic directions and engaging in strategizing activities in a strategic change initia-
tive. Successful strategists made “the ‘past’ their flexible resource and selectively drew 
upon it” (Samra-Fredricks, 2003: 166). They worked in a ‘retrospective-prospective 
mode’ and drew on antecedent conditions that were ‘meaningfully consistent’ with the 
present and future state. Also, Roberto and Levesque (2005) argue that enabling condi-
tions for change could be created in three types of context: structural, procedural and 
emotional. They also claim, it is a necessary activity for change managers to create the 
conditions within these contexts that enable employees to take ownership of the new 
procedures and systems. This view corroborates the idea of the change practice of es-
tablishing connectedness and relatability, and furthermore, specifies possible context 
dimensions for such a linkage.  

6.11.  (Re-)integration 
 “It is important to have the right resources available in the right quan-
tity.” (GPO) 

The final change practice identified in the GPD/IT2 change process is the one of 
‘(re-)integration’. It comprises activities targeted at integrating employees into the 
change teams and re-integrating them and their roles and responsibilities into the or-
ganization. 

“GPD/IT2 has been initiated from the start in such a way that we draft 
good and experienced people from the organizational units with very dif-
ferent knowledge and know-how. They define the to-be processes.” (GPM) 
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Based on the objective of building and working with an internal project team, 
CaseCo engaged in activities of drafting and integrating employees from the corporate 
center and the local market organizations into the global GPD/IT2 project teams. Fur-
thermore, local employees were engaged in the local project teams of their own as well 
as other MOs. Team members whose engagement had been completed or who took 
next steps in their career development were re-integrated into different operational or-
ganizational units. Additionally, roles and responsibilities assumed by project team 
members during the change process were absorbed by and re-integrated into the or-
ganization as the GPD/IT2 roll-out and change project approached its completion. The 
(re-)integration practice, therefore, comprised all activities that dealt with the integra-
tion and re-integration of individuals as well as roles and responsibilities into and out 
of the GPD/IT2 project teams. One objective of this practice was stated by a GPO: 

“Now we reach the following topic: Do we have a) people of the right 
quality and b) the right quantity.” (GPO) 

Once again the structure of the chapter is arranged into three parts. The first one 
will give illustrative examples of the (re-)integration practice within GPD/IT2. The 
second one will discuss the specific focus and substance of the practice and the third 
part will ground the practice in existing theories and literature. 

6.11.1. Case examples of the (re-)integration practice 

Executing GPD/IT2 almost exclusively with internal employees posed a consider-
able challenge to the organization with respect to finding, drafting, training and devel-
oping employees to successfully assume a role in any of the various project teams. 
Once an implementation was completed or the development path of an employee was 
achieved, these team members had to be re-integrated into the organization and its on-
going business operations. Finally, in the later course of the project, certain roles and 
responsibilities that had been established and assumed by the project teams were tran-
sitioned into the general organization. Exemplifying these activities three sub-cases 
will be portrayed. They include (1) Project team integration and re-integration from 
the global perspective, (2) Project team integration and re-integration from the local 
perspective, and (3) Re-integration of roles and responsibilities into the business or-
ganization. 

6.11.1.1. Project team integration and re-integration from the global perspective 

From the start of GPD/IT2, CaseCo was faced with some essential challenges 
about the staffing of the project team. The responsible manager explained the main 
HR-related support activities for the project. 
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“There were massive recruiting initiatives that we managed and I also 
mean internal ones. It was about the question, how do I set up the team so 
that I can reach best practices in the shortest period of time? Where do I 
get the people from? Are they all consultants who bring an external vi-
sion? Are they internal specialists? Are they experts from the functional 
units? Or are they IT personnel? And you know the answer, eventually we 
combined IT and line personnel. We have clustered or organized them ac-
cording to processes. We evaluated in which countries we have best prac-
tices and have united those best practice approaches to define the to-be 
processes.” (GPO) 

At the outset of the project CaseCo recruited experts from many different parts of 
the organization, including MOs and line functions of the corporate unit to participate 
in GPD/IT2. 

“In 2000 basically each MO was asked to send a representative to the pa-
per pilot. The paper pilot was basically nothing else than we have a bunch 
of people in the room and we were playing a role play to simulate how 
CaseCo does its business.” (GPM) 
“There were all kinds of approaches. There were those who wanted to 
join. There were those who were found and asked. And there were those 
who were found but who were not being asked. We can say that very 
openly. For some it was a though time.” (GPM) 

In due course, CaseCo officially kicked-off the project in February 2001 with 
“about 130 to 140 people from the whole world” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager).  

“[CaseCo deployed] for the design of the functionality and the definition 
of sub-processes always experts from the three most important country or-
ganizations, USA, Germany and France, covering a large portion of sales, 
different market structures, and different cultural backgrounds, plus Aus-
tria as the pilot site. And additionally there were in part other countries 
involved.” (CBE) 

The team growth and related recruiting activities can be illustrated with the Mar-
keting and Sales process team, which grew from three to seventeen members in the 
course of the project in order to accomplish all tasks. 

“We started the whole project about 3 to 4 years ago. In Marketing and 
Sales we were 3 people when we started. Now we are 17 people. With the 
three people we could just focus on small parts and building system func-
tionalities in order to go live with the system. Now we have more people. 
We can focus more on processes and strategic initiatives.” (GPM) 
“Eventually the Marketing and Sales team reached 16 or 17 people. One 
year later [after the project start] I got the okay as it became apparent 
also for the executive board that it wouldn’t work like that. Then I got the 
budget and I concentrated mainly on building up the team for one year. 
My main responsibility was to get people as I couldn’t recruit them from 
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external, I needed to draft them from within the country [organizations] in 
order to have the acceptance in this rather difficult subject, so that they 
couldn’t claim not to have a clue [about Marketing and Sales]. So I 
needed to draft the people who were accepted in their organizations, who 
played important roles so that they could execute it competently.” (GPO) 

The benefits of recruiting internal expert personnel were seen as important factor 
for GPD/IT2 and local business comprehension as essential by the project members. 

“Ideally it is people with local experience who we integrate into the global 
team so that they can develop themselves internationally, that they can 
gain experience in the project, in roll-outs and implementations and later 
on operate as LPEs and then integrate their global perspective and hence 
are able to develop things globally.” (GPO) 
“Very important is the local business comprehension and the acceptance 
by the market [organizations]. If you get there and convey the impression 
that you don’t know what it is all about you have a problem.” (GPO) 

A local project member who had worked for the global team for several months 
added: 

“I think that also from their [global] side they are learning from us, from 
our [local] experience. Depending how you look at the situation we are 
learning from them and they are learning from us and this is the right ap-
proach.” (Local project member) 

Accordingly, the project members engaged in considerable human resource devel-
opment activities in order to recruit and integrate new team members. 

“We try to support the cooperation and engagement in the project from 
the HR department so that becoming a GPM is clearly seen as career de-
velopment rather than as sidestep. So far it has worked pretty well.” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 

However, CaseCo did not have an explicitly elaborated development or career 
plan where a typical career path of global team members would be mapped out. One 
GPO, for example, had taken on the job as a functional newcomer. He came from an-
other functional area and only had one year of functional expertise in the process area 
that he became responsible for. For him it was seen as a “development position” (GPM 
M&S) that required “a good coach there to support him.” (GPM) 

Generally, the global project team tried to balance its objectives and requirements 
of consistent team stability with necessary fluctuation and career advancement. On the 
one hand, exchange and fluctuation was seen as indispensable in order to integrate and 
spread required knowledge and experience. However, on the other hand, stability and 
consistency was deemed essential for the people to build up and capitalize on experi-
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ence. The need for and the achieved stability was, consequently, perceived very differ-
ently by various project members.  

“I think we have a certain stability [in Marketing and Sales]. We are 
pretty stable except my position, the GPO…. But the team is rather con-
stant. It is the same people who do the roll-outs so they can develop their 
experience and build on the good cooperation. (GPO) 
“The success, in part, is founded in the fact that we have colleagues who 
are members of the team for one, one and a half years and are in their 
second implementation and realize that they are much more competent, 
can work more independently, that they cover the full range of functions 
now.” (GPM) 
“But you see that we are approaching a phase where we have to take the 
next steps because there are symptoms of fatigue. Someone who did the 
fourth roll-out eventually is getting tired of it because it is always the same 
thing and no development.” (GPO) 
“What is difficult I have to say is the employee turn-over that we have in 
the project. I am, I believe, the last of the original GPOs together with the 
real SCM GPO or co-GPO. In Marketing and Sales we already have the 
third GPO within the past four years… And there you notice that they al-
ways need a preparation time, some time to get up to speed, to understand 
the ideas.” (GPO) 

The approach taken by CaseCo to recruit all of their project teams internally and 
the way these teams were managed from a human resource perspective was not with-
out criticism. However, not using and relying on internal employees for project roles 
received even higher criticism than the difficulties with integrating internal employees 
into the project teams. 

“Some of the people that were needed in GPD were hired from outside, 
did not know CaseCo at all. And I think that was the biggest mistake that 
they made.” (GPM) 

Nevertheless, the challenges involved in the activities of recruiting and integrating 
personnel into the global project teams remained. These were not only of administra-
tive nature. Administrative and operational activities included the application for 
working permits and trainings on topics such as software usage. Topic and project-
related challenges mainly included the development of the necessary functional and 
project-related knowledge required for a global project role, the integration of the in-
dividual know-how and experience into the team, and the personal integration and 
well-being of members in the team. 

“We also need to make sure to offer something to the people… we could 
do a team event so that we foster the team feeling, the cooperation and the 
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feeling in the team. Also proactively support the people.” (Local project 
manager) 

Moreover, activities of integrating employees into the project teams were not only 
a relevant responsibility at the beginning of the project. New team members were also 
needed in the course of and towards the end of the change initiative which, as a HR 
manager explained, also posed considerable challenges and required ample activity.  

“In the beginning people were quite keen as far as I can remember to get 
into the project. It was a very exciting sexy project. They had these nice of-
fices at the headquarter, people really wanted to be on board GPD/IT2 … 
but I would guess that after three to four years that the project had been 
alive in 2003 or 2004 I would imagine it was quite a lot of fluctuation in 
the teams, more in the business teams than in the IT teams … in the busi-
ness teams it is more managing the fluctuation. And at the moment trying 
to bring people into the business teams at the end of 2004 or even now in 
2005 it is getting difficult because people can see the horizon of the project 
and they are thinking, like I would, why would I join a project that ends in 
one and a half years because what happens to me next? There is no job se-
curity. I better stay where I am. So now it is getting harder to attract really 
good functional experts or process experts.” (GPM) 

Besides the necessity of recruiting and integrating employees into the GPD/IT2 
project teams, another challenge remained for the global teams. This challenge con-
sisted of the re-integration of project team members into the CaseCo organization.  

“For the roll-outs we need to make sure that we can retain the top people 
and then find follow-up jobs for them. They have exposed themselves in the 
project one, two, three, four years and we need to make sure to find them 
jobs to continue that corresponds to what we had agreed with those peo-
ple.” (GPO) 

For example, the Marketing and Sales process team already saw a reduced re-
quirement with respect to the number of team members in 2005. 

“We already know that after the implementation of Italy and Spain we 
don’t need so many people anymore in Marketing and Sales for instance. 
We have 17 now and if it just continues with improvement I don’t know 
how many we need but definitely less than 17. So the people are continu-
ing in other jobs.” (GPM) 

Also the GPD/IT2 roll-out manager who managed the team of global project man-
agers acknowledged the re-integration requirement. He summarized the activities in-
volved in integrating and re-integrating his team members: 

“There is the coaching issue. I am responsible for recruiting the project 
manager first of all. That is important. Than I have to coach them to make 
them fit for the project. I have to support them in the project and, which is 
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the most difficult task, get rid of them again. Yes, that is part of my job. 
That means I have to make sure to plan a development path for the project 
managers. That could be a development within the IT, a development in 
the business within the scope of the project or a development into a line 
organization.… Essentially, my final objective for mid 2007 will be to have 
zero staff members.” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

Examples of global project managers who moved into a line manager position in-
cluded the global project manager of the Swiss implementation who had become the 
CFO of MO Italy, the first GPO Marketing and Sales who became head of CBE and 
the second GPO M&S who become general manager of MO Sweden/Denmark. Other 
global team members who took further career development steps within the global pro-
ject team included the GPO CCH who became global project manager for the Italian 
implementation. These re-integration activities were also seen as an important aspect 
for the success of GPD/IT2.  

“The former GPO CCH will remain in the project, he only transitions 
from the GPO role to a project manager role. Also the GPO Marketing 
and Sales will remain in the project because he changes from the GPO 
role into a GM role in a country where we are just about to go live. So he 
is switching the fronts but he does not disappear from the GPD/IT2 envi-
ronment.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 
“The exchange of project members into MOs and line functions is ex-
tremely important… But we don’t have a plan. HR isn’t strong enough in 
that respect. We don’t have that. That would also be an important thing to 
have, a human resource development plan. It just happens and it works 
well.” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

An important reason for the activities that directly influenced the efficiency of the 
change process was explained by the GPD/IT2 roll-out manager. 

“In the USA for example there are people who don’t know what they are 
supposed to do after the project. So what do they do? Endless discussions 
about the last detail because they still have time and need the time to keep 
themselves busy. Totally wrong. If it is someone who knows on the first of 
January 2006 I should be ready to take on the new job then he makes sure 
to have his open issues resolved by November and have time to take some 
vacation… If you have someone who is afraid to lose his job because he 
doesn’t know what else to do, he will discuss endlessly about whatever 
peanuts that will not advance the company in any respect but that he needs 
to justify his position.” (GPD/IT2 roll-out manager) 

 However, activities providing the team members with a perspective beyond the 
project were not only important from the organization and project point of view but 
also regarded as essential by the employees from a personal point of view as one GPM 
revealed. 
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“A lot of people have a lot of questions about their career development af-
ter that project… If I see my career, 14 years at CaseCo, I built a lot of 
experience in a lot of MOs. So I was in different MOs, also global ac-
counts and competence center and I was traveling as a product manager. 
So I assume I would be valuable for CaseCo now knowing the processes 
and how the MOs are working. However I have a question mark about my 
career now.” (GPM) 

In conclusion, the re-integration of project team members into the CaseCo organi-
zation was seen as important for multiple reasons, including the transfer of knowledge 
and experience from the project into the organizational units, the installation of project 
ideas in the organization via those employees, and the motivation of the involved indi-
viduals. 

“In the coming year we need to make progress in human resource devel-
opment. That is still a challenge of this big project towards the end that 
many people leave. We need to offer all employees a perspective at 
CaseCo beyond the project in order to motivate the people to finish the 
project and carry the knowledge from the project into the organization by 
installing them in line functions.” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

6.11.1.2. Project team integration and re-integration from the local perspective 

From the local MO perspective the GPD/IT2 project posed three opportunities and 
challenges with respect to team member management and team integration. Firstly, 
MOs were offered the chance and asked to send emissaries into the global teams to 
support the project. Secondly, they sometimes released employees to support other 
MO implementations, and thirdly, they needed to form their own local implementation 
teams. From a local MO perspective each integration activity was intended to yield 
different benefits and support the project in a different way.  

The initial approach taken by the MOs with respect to the involvement of local 
experts for the development of GPD/IT2 was described by a GPO. 

“All [MOs] were invited in the blue print phase where we put it on paper 
how the processes were supposed to be. And there were two kinds of man-
agers here. There are those who say I want to lead the way, I want to in-
fluence, I want to be part of the design phase because then I can influence 
what I will get and that is the good side… have influence in the design 
phase and pro-actively configure what I have to live with afterwards … Or 
I take that without the start-up trouble and the price for that is I don’t have 
the chance to influence anymore. But essentially every MO had the oppor-
tunity to exert influence in the design phase.” (GPO) 

In addition to these management conceptions, the local organizational conditions 
also influenced the degree of participation of local experts in the global teams. 
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“For a big organization it is easier to designate people initially. The USA 
was involved from the beginning. They had always had four or five people 
in the project at headquarters who participated. Small organizations like 
GB were not involved.” (GPO) 

For the ease of implementation, the involvement of local experts bore a positive 
effect, in that it yielded a lot of commitment to the project. A statement of a Local 
Process Expert and project member, who had worked in the global team for many 
months, illustrated this tendency: 

“I was there especially to develop what we call the ‘credit and collection’, 
worldwide. And because I have developed it I cannot tell you anything dif-
ferent but to say it is fantastic.” (Local project member) 

Besides the common challenges of joining an international and intercultural team 
that was working on innovative topics, most team members held the experience in high 
esteem. 

 “I like CaseCo because it gives the people the possibility to share the ex-
perience… If we exchange some people, if some people from central are 
going to work in the market organizations … and vice versa … that is a 
good way because then we can understand each other… It was a good ex-
perience, very good experience!” (Local project member) 
“They see this as personal growth also.” (Local project manager) 
“Of course I was happy that I could contribute to the design and configu-
ration of the processes.” (Local process expert) 

Local experts did not only join the global GPD/IT2 team but also other local 
teams. Particularly in the early implementations the project was in short supply of ex-
pert team members. Consequently, process experts from different MOs were recruited 
to support other local implementation teams. A Benelux implementation team member 
recalled: 

“There was limited time so we knew in the reporting where we did every-
thing in Access we needed another specialist and an expert was sent from 
CaseCo Italy to help us out with the reporting and also bring the experi-
ence that they have in Italy on reporting to Benelux. And as a benefit for 
Italy the expert would be trained in the reporting topic in GPD/IT2.” 
(GPM) 
“For supply chain we had another expert who was basically borrowed 
from CaseCo Italy to Benelux to gain experience and basically to help out 
in Benelux because we didn’t have any logistics department.” (GPM) 

Consequently, by integrating experts from other MOs, Benelux could compensate 
for some lack of experience and the emissary MOs, like MO Italy, could educate their 
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process experts in GPD/IT2 issues and the change process. Also, the French imple-
mentation was supported by Italian and Spanish process experts. 

“We are having people on the team from Italy and from Spain so basically 
they can bring part of the experience to the next implementation.” (Global 
project manager) 

The Italian general manager himself confirmed that sending out prospective im-
plementation team members was to “build up know-how” (GM MO) and multiply their 
knowledge when coming back to support their own implementation. And that, he de-
clared, “worked very well”. 

In addition to sending local experts to and integrating them into other MO imple-
mentation teams, they also had to be integrated into their own MO implementation 
team. The involved activities included the identification and selection of the team 
members, their preparation, education and coaching for the project, and their release 
from on-going line responsibilities.  

“The new people need to know, ok, what are the objectives of the project? 
How does the project plan look like? What is being expected from them? 
What are the tasks for them? So everybody has to know what they need to 
do, until when they should do what. We have enough people, it is more the 
coordination then.” (Global project manager) 

The selection, preparation, coordination, involvement and team building of the 
project members were seen as essential activities within the change process. 

“It is very important how to organize the team, team building for example 
is very important to create a team with global and local people completely 
integrated, not the division Italian and global divided. In France the big 
mistake for me is the division between them [global and local].” (Local 
project manager) 

As illustrated before (see for example chapter 6.10.1), these activities were carried 
out quite successfully at MO Italy. The involvement and integration activities of team 
members were seen as effective, particularly the involvement of top management team 
members. 

 “Eight [top management team members] out of fourteen, more than half 
are on the team.” (Local project manager) 

Hence, the integration of all team members, executive, global and local experts 
was perceived as yielding a lot of contribution to the success of the local projects.  

However, like with the global teams a dichotomy in objectives remained between 
exchange and stability for the MOs. The local implementation projects and teams were 
always assembled for a limited amount of time―that of the duration of the implemen-
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tation. Nevertheless, after the implementation was accomplished, further requirements 
of roles and responsibilities related to GPD/IT2 remained. These included particularly 
the roles of the Local Process Managers (LPM) and the Local Process Experts (LPE), 
which had to be filled. For some MOs the integration of local employees into the pro-
ject team and the re-integration after its completion into the organization worked quite 
well, for others it worked less well. MO Benelux, a project member explained, faced 
substantial difficulties after the completion of the implementation as all members of 
the local team left the organization after go-live and could not be re-integrated. This 
posed substantial challenges for maintaining the changes initiated by GPD/IT2. 

“What I would do differently is to make sure that the local team stays in 
place because it doesn’t stop after go-live. The process changes are done 
but not fully done. I mean if you want to change the culture it will proba-
bly take two years. Here we are one year into the project, we are live with 
the system and the project team disappears. They need another year to 
gain momentum and restart doing it…. So a key learning that I would 
draw from Benelux is that it is maybe not such a good idea, because the 
local project team itself was about five people in total and all five people 
left within three months after the go-live, which sort of leaves a vacuum 
behind… it sort of sets us back in time.” (GPM) 

A positive example, where the integration and re-integration of the local project 
team was reported to have worked very well, was MO Germany. One of the project 
team members and subsequent Local Process Experts explained. 

“About half a year before the implementation we as a team, the project 
manager was a local management team member who is now Local Process 
Manager, we coalesced into the GPD/IT2 team. And most of us, of the 
team went back afterwards into our functional jobs [as process experts] as 
sort of project managers as we manage one project after the next.” (Local 
process expert) 

And another former implementation team member complemented: 

“Yes, I did that [the implementation] and then from the implementation to 
the summer, that was about one year, I became LPE. And now I am basi-
cally returning into my old function in the line.” (Local process expert) 

This career development was seen as an advantage, because the process experts 
who had previous experience with the local business, were exposed to GPD/IT2 during 
the implementation and the on-going development after go-live as process expert, and 
then carried the ideas and approaches of GPD/IT2 further on into and within their line 
job. The advantage of the situation and approach in Germany was also acknowledged 
by the global project members. A GPO commented: 
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“Cases like the Local Process Expert in MO Germany who is the LPE for 
Marketing and Sales, who did the implementation and who has been in-
volved for a year and a half that is optimal. But of course he also wants to 
further develop his career. That is also in our interest as that carries the 
process ideas further into the organization.” (GPO) 

But the same GPO acknowledged that this approach was not always followed 
which, he declared, posed a challenge to the overall change process.  

“That doesn’t happen all the time. In France for example the organization 
dissolves very much at the moment. Everybody wants to leave the pro-
ject… Right after the implementation. They have enough…. And that is bad 
of course. We are losing a lot of knowledge that way.” (GPO) 

6.11.1.3. Re-integration of roles and responsibilities into the business organization 

Especially as the GPD/IT2 roll-out approached its completion, issues and chal-
lenges surfaced that dealt with the question of how to integrate or re-integrate roles 
and responsibilities established and so far assumed by project members into the on-
going business operation and organization. In other words, how to transition the pro-
ject organization into a process organization? The establishment of a process organiza-
tion (or process-based organization) was an integral objective of GPD/IT2. The global 
process-related roles and responsibilities, however, were assumed by the project team. 
This project organization, though, constituted an additional organizational structure to 
the existing matrix organization. The GPD/IT2 project manager explained this situa-
tion: 

“The project organization as an organizational structure is an addition 
that didn’t exist before. So for the people who work in the project now, 
who have a role here, the question is, what happens with the project?” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 

The general discussion commenced in 2005 as the roll-out approached its comple-
tion. Issues involved were on a high level the “transition from a project organization 
to a process organization” (GPO M&S), or the many related issues dealing with re-
source requirements, organizational set-up, and especially, roles and responsibilities of 
the GPOs.  

The definition and assignment of responsibilities were especially apparent in the 
example of the GPD Board. While it was the main strategic steering committee of 
GPD/IT2 that was supposed to deal with its strategic orientation, the committee also 
started to take on issues with a wider and more general impact. It assumed responsibil-
ity for topics beyond the directly project-related issues that focused on general man-
agement issues. These matters, for example, included an organizational cross-charging 
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concept, a global reporting concept for CaseCo or an authorization and risk framework 
(GPD Board agendas and researcher’s notes). One of the GPD Board participants ac-
knowledged that the role had become more than managing a project. 

“It shows that we don’t manage a project anymore but we manage more 
and more a process. We manage a process organization.” (GPO) 

Another GPO amended: 

“The observation that we need to transition from a project organization to 
a process organization, that is with respect to the timing exactly this 
phase… With Italy and Spain we have the top 11 [MOs] implemented. 
Then it is not a project anymore. For me it is something that is transition-
ing into this process organization.” (GPO) 

Another GPD Board member maintained that eventually the project management 
was supposed to vanish altogether, and it was to shift into the process organization that 
would then be responsible for the further improvement and development of the proc-
esses and the organization. A first incident where this transition could be observed was 
the change of the GPD Board at the end of 2005, and its closer connection and partial 
integration with the executive management team (EMT), which was the traditional 
extended management body of CaseCo. This step recognized the fact that managing 
GPD/IT2 and its global business processes became more and more a matter of manag-
ing CaseCo. This was based on the fact that the GPD Board had assumed farther 
reaching responsibilities and that the GPD/IT2 processes had become the way in which 
CaseCo operated as an organization. 

“As the implementation side of the project comes to an end the dynamics 
change completely … I think the focus really can be put on processes and 
the process reviews and trying to really help drive this, what the organiza-
tion looks like.” (GPM) 

As some project members suggested, certain issues should remain with project 
committees, such as the Coordination Team. 

“The main upgrade, I mean the release upgrade, the release management 
should be handled through the Coordination Team, that is clear. That is 
an on-going operational project issues, that is a very important issue, the 
release management. I think as well the authorization issue is a very cross 
process issue that should be really covered in the Coordination Team 
meeting when there is news as well as the business process audits to some 
extent.” (GPM) 

The same project member, however, acknowledged that these tasks were “on-
going operational issues” that needed to be continuously managed, even after the pro-
ject roll-out would be completed. Another important issue with respect to the re-
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integration of project roles into the organization was that of resources. Since an impor-
tant objective of GPD/IT2 was to improve process productivity, the question was, how 
many resources, particularly global ones, were needed for the GPD/IT2 processes and 
IT support. 

“We will also lay-off resources, that is clear.” (GPO) 
“The question remaining will be how many people do we need? Are that in 
the supply chain instead of thirty people five? Or fifty instead of thirty?” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 
“It was an issue in the GPD Board, it was about the process productivity 
until 2008. What will we do with our team of 27 global people, GPMs, by 
the end of 2006 has been discussed controversially. Do we cut them down 
from 26 to twelve or do we stay at 26?” (GPD/IT2 project manager) 

And this discussion about headcount also involved structural issues and the as-
signment of roles and responsibilities, including for example, the GPOs. 

“We have discussed that already several times, how much operational re-
sponsibility will a GPO have at the end? And that discussion has not been 
completed yet. After all it should be the case that the GPO together with 
his GPMs holds the operational and functional responsibility worldwide.” 
(GPD/IT2 project manager) 
 “The process owners should be assigned somewhere where the line and 
the process responsibilities have the most congruence because all those 
conflicts that we have and some of which we have talked about and of 
which we still have many more. They will have to be resolved. Because 
someday I have a tie situation between the process owner and the line re-
sponsible, the manager of the market organization, or possibly the re-
gional manager. And somehow it has to be decided who takes priority.” 
(CBE) 

Apparently, the need to solve those issues and to successfully integrate on-going 
roles and responsibilities created by the project, and that had been assumed by project 
members, became an important yet controversial task for the effective completion of 
the change process. At the end of this research, in late 2005, this had not been com-
pleted and was still under discussion. 

6.11.1.4. Summary 

In summary, it can be maintained that because of the multitude of project teams 
involved in GPD/IT2 and the chosen approach of managing the change process almost 
entirely with internal staff, the integration of personnel into those teams and their sub-
sequent re-integration into the organization manifested an important activity for the 
change process. Because of the characteristic of GPD/IT2―involving global as well as 
multiple local teams composed of local and global employees―the integration and re-
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integration possibilities and demands, and hence the related activities, were a substan-
tial part of the overall change process. From the global perspective, the objective was 
to involve and acquire sufficient expert knowledge for the project and to multiply the 
project members’ accumulated experience after their direct involvement. From the lo-
cal perspective, the prevalent aim was to be involved and to contribute to the change 
process, in order to gain experience in the process, and to assemble efficient teams for 
the local implementation and realization of GPD/IT2. In addition to the integration and 
re-integration of people, this practice also involved the integration of roles and respon-
sibilities, created and assumed by the project and its teams, into the on-going operation 
and organization. Examples are summarized again in Table 13. 

Observed Change Practice ActivitiesIllustrative Sub-
case Reflective Enactive 

Impact 

Project team integration 
and re-integration from 
the global perspective 

Plan staff and experi-
ence requirements, 
design recruitment and 
integration process as 
well as further career 
development 

Recruit team members, 
support team integra-
tion through training, 
coaching, team events, 
and support team mem-
bers on career devel-
opment out of the pro-
ject 

Sufficient expert personnel 
and experience to best exe-
cute the project and maintain 
the experience in the organi-
zation after the project en-
gagement ceased 

Project team integration 
and re-integration from 
the local perspective 

Consider all integration 
possibilities into own 
and other project teams 

Release designated 
team members for en-
gagement in other 
teams, integrate them 
back into own teams 
and subsequently re-
integrate them into the 
on-going organization  

Influence on the change proc-
ess, obtained experience in 
the change content and proc-
ess, support effectiveness of 
own project team and build 
on the experiences after the 
completion of the implemen-
tation 

Re-integration of roles 
and responsibilities into 
the business organization 

Contemplate the re-
quirements for complet-
ing and finishing the 
project and re-
integrating roles and 
responsibilities created 
through the changes 

Identify roles and re-
sponsibilities needed 
after the completion of 
the project for the on-
going business opera-
tion and create roles or 
assign responsibility to 
existing personnel 

Dissolving the project and its 
team towards the completion 
of the change process to 
institutionalize the initiated 
changes and established roles 

Table 13: (Re-)integration practice - case summary 

 

6.11.2. Focus and substance of the practice 

The change practice of (re-)integration is another practice that primarily focused 
on the context-related aspects of strategic change processes. It supports embedding and 
connecting the change process to, and aligning it with, its organizational context 
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through the involvement and integration of organizational actors into change teams; 
this therefore focuses on embedding the change process through personal involvement. 

The different integration and re-integration paths of GPD/IT2 are depicted in 
Figure 89. As shown, the global project team was staffed by employees from the cor-
porate unit and several MOs. The local project teams recruited their members from 
their own as well as other MOs, including people who had worked in other local pro-
ject teams and/or the global project team before. Re-integrating members of the global 
project team, they took career development steps into the corporate unit, as well as into 
MOs and their implementation teams. Members of the local project teams moved ei-
ther back into the MO or into the global project team. In addition to these integration 
and re-integration paths and activities of individuals, the practice also included the re-
integration of roles and responsibilities, assumed by the project teams, into the organi-
zation. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 89: Employee integration and re-integration within GPD/IT2 

 

The objectives and essence of the practice included several aspects. First, the prac-
tice supported the change process through a broad involvement of organizational ac-
tors as well as the inclusion and development of internal expert knowledge. The broad 
involvement of internal staff was a successful lever to obtain a wide acceptance of 
GPD/IT2 and its objectives, as well as to foster the motivation to contribute to the ini-
tiative.  

“They were not some theorists running the show supported by some con-
sultants whose main interest is making as much money as possible and to 
learn for their next engagement but it was our own people… So the accep-
tance increases substantially.” (GPM) 
“It is about being part of something that shapes the future and to affect the 
own future to a certain degree.” (GPM) 

Second, the integration of internal corporate and local employees allowed for an 
incorporation and utilization of expert knowledge and experience. Herewith, a signifi-
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cant know-how was transferred to the project and subsequently back into the organiza-
tion. 

“It is certainly a strength of CaseCo in the medium term as we can main-
tain the know-how that has been developed in the project in the organiza-
tion because the people who are involved in the project now remain in the 
company.” (Global project manager) 

Third, it was seen as another advantage that many project members could build on 
growing internal personal networks that improved the cooperation, allowed for a better 
best-practice transfer and increased the acceptance. 

“The close personal contacts in the implementations make it easier. Also 
the finance manager in Spain is a former colleague from the finance de-
partment. So we can discuss much easier. The finance manager in Italy is 
a former internal auditor and project member. I know him, too. That is 
much easier. A close colleague is finance manager in Sweden now. So I 
can profit from the personal network much more than before.” (GPM) 

Finally, the concluding integration of roles and responsibilities into the organiza-
tion and the on-going business operations enabled CaseCo to further institutionalize 
the changes that GPD/IT2 had initiated. The integration of the GPD Board, with its 
specific process management focus, into the executive management group was one 
example for those activities that CaseCo had initiated towards the end of the roll-out 
phase. 

Activities involved in integrating and re-integrating people into the project teams 
and back into the organization included three broad areas. Firstly, these were Human 
Resource Management specific activities. These focused on administrative issues such 
as work permits and relocation plans as well as on development activities such as ca-
reer path planning, personnel selection and recruiting. Secondly, the practice involved 
function and task-oriented activities of information sharing, training and coaching of 
new team members and providing opportunities for these members to contribute their 
knowledge to the teams and the project. Thirdly, it included many social activities of 
team building to make the team members feel welcome and to overcome personal or 
cultural differences. 

Additionally, for the integration and re-integration of roles and responsibilities 
towards the end of the change process, there were several structural activities that in-
cluded the adaptation of business line, team or committee structures and compositions, 
assigning, reassigning and changing roles and responsibilities, and dismantling and 
terminating project teams. Through these activities of integrating and re-integrating 
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internal employees into and out of the project teams, CaseCo was able to further foster 
the change process of GPD/IT2. 

6.11.3. Discussion, grounding and theorizing 

Most strategic change initiatives are managed in a project setting including one or 
multiple project teams. The issues pertaining to team building, team effectiveness and 
team interventions have most extensively been discussed within the organization de-
velopment (OD) literature (French & Bell, 1973; Greiner & Cummings, 2004). In gen-
eral, the literature came to distinguish two target areas of OD interventions proposed 
by Friedlander and Brown (1974). The first one is a human-processual approach, fo-
cusing on human participants and organizational processes through which they accom-
plish their own and the organization’s objectives. Accordingly, the human-processual 
approach includes three main intervention strategies: survey feedback, group devel-
opment (team building) and intergroup development. Secondly, the techno-structural 
approach of OD refers to interventions into an organization’s technology and structure. 
This approach subsumes sociotechnical system development, job design and enlarge-
ment, and job enrichment.  

The aspects of integrating individuals into the project teams and re-integrating 
them and their roles and responsibilities subsequently back into the organization are 
most closely connected to the human-processual approach or, as it has also been la-
beled, the cultural-relational dimension of change (Rüegg-Stürm, 2005). Elements 
within this dimension are “relational practices” and include a sense of belonging, iden-
tity, basic attitudes, forms and quality of relationships, interaction partners, interactive 
patterns and routines (Rüegg-Stürm, 2005). Also, according to French and Bell (1973), 
team building activities are within the most important aspects of OD interventions.  

Despite the focus of OD as being a “system-wide process of applying behavioral-
science knowledge to the planned change and development of the strategies, design 
components, and processes that enable organizations to be effective” (Greiner & 
Cummings, 2004: 384), the main focus of OD remained on an individual and small-
group activity level. Also, OD practitioners perceive individual and team level inter-
ventions as one of the most crucial aspects, as a study of Wirtenberg and colleagues 
(Wirtenberg, Abrams, & Ott, 2004: 470) showed: “The importance of teams and 
teamwork was one of the two most frequently mentioned reasons under the OD tech-
niques and process category. Many respondents referred to teams as a particular area 
of focus in organizations, in particular when designing and guiding large change ef-
forts.” Also, another study revealed that human-processual interventions, such as team 
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building and work team interaction, are among the activities that OD professionals 
spend the largest percent of their time on (McMahan & Woodman, 1992). The practice 
of integrating change participants into the responsible project teams, thus, is in line 
with the findings of the OD literature and praxis.  

Moreover, specific activities to be performed, or stages to be completed in the life-
span of a team, have been described by Tuckman and Jensen (1977). They claimed 
that a team would or should follow a path of ‘forming’, ‘storming’, ‘norming’ and 
‘performing’, which was later complemented by a stage of ‘adjourning’. This final 
phase of adjourning closely resembles the activities described as re-integration of roles 
and individuals as they focus on the break-up of a group when the tasks have been ac-
complished. However, the change practice wider in focus as it not only includes indi-
viduals and human actors, but also the roles and responsibilities that were held by the 
team or members of the team.  

6.12. Third interim summary 
The final two change practices described in the past sections, which were present 

within CaseCo’s GPD/IT2 change process, focused primarily on context-related as-
pects of the change process. Establishing connectedness and relatability focused on 
embedding the change process and linking it to its historical antecedents and organiza-
tional context conditions. The practice of (re-)integration dealt with the integration of 
people into the change teams, and the subsequent re-integration of team members and 
their roles and responsibilities into the organization.  

Again, besides being change practices themselves and hence activities involved in 
the enactment of change, the substance and focus of these change practices are issues 
primarily related to the context aspects of change (Pettigrew, 1987). Through these 
change practices, a change process is linked and connected to organizational, cultural, 
personnel, historical or other context conditions based on the experiences or expecta-
tions of change participants. Consequently, the substance and objective of these prac-
tices could be summarized as dealing with connecting and embedding the change 
process into the wider organizational context. Successful performance of these change 
practices means closing the gap between expectations and prior and current experi-
ences. Moreover, these practices also not only have a performative element and char-
acter that concentrate on enacting, executing and performing the practice, they also 
have a reflective element or character dealing with the contemplation, deliberation and 
planning of the practices themselves. 
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7. Conclusion and synthesis of results - towards a Change 
Practice Framework 
In this study, I examined organizational practices that change participants engage 

in to enact, construct and advance strategic change processes. I have studied, which 
practices change actors employed, how these practices were enacted, and how they 
impacted the social construction of change. By means of an in-depth, longitudinal, ex-
plorative case study, I was able to identify a repertoire of nine change practices that 
played an important role in the enactment and advancement of the change process. 
These practices include: 

1. Change process design, 
2. Change process evaluation, 
3. Coordination and experience sharing, 
4. Objective refining and clarification, 
5. Identity and community building, 
6. Establishing new language, 
7. Training and learning, 
8. Establishing connectedness and relatability, and 
9.  (Re-)integration.  

7.1. Deducing a tentative change practice framework 
This study helps to better understand the social construction of situated change 

and the practices that are employed by organizational actors to do so. The repertoire of 
change practices presented pertains to all dimensions and perspectives of a change 
process, including process, content and context-related aspects. They are appropriate 
for and deal with drafting and crafting the change process, interpreting and disseminat-
ing the change objectives, and connecting and embedding the situated process in con-
text. A summarizing overview of all change practices that are suitable and expedient to 
enact a strategic change process in a comprehensive and inclusive way and their focus 
is given in Table 14. 

Moreover, and corresponding to the call of the strategy-as-practice literature to 
bridge dichotomies of strategy process approaches, the practices identified embrace a 
reflective element of consideration, planning and evaluation, as well as a performative 
element of enactment, execution and accomplishment. These might be compared to 
what Feldman and Pentland (2003) called, in relation to organizational routines, the 
ostensive and the performative aspects. “The ostensive aspect of the routine is the idea; 
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the performative aspect the enactment. Both aspects are necessary to constitute what 
we understand to be a routine” (Feldman & Pentland, 2003: 102). Comparably, the 
notion of ostensive and performative aspects could be deployed for a conceptualization 
of change practices. Accordingly, the ostensive aspect is the ideal or schematic form of 
a change practice. It is the abstract, generalized idea of the practice or the practice in 
principle (Feldman & Pentland, 2003). The ostensive element, hence, deals with the 
reflective consideration and design of the change practices, and involves intuition and 
creativity (Mintzberg, 1994b). However, the understanding of the ostensive aspect of 
change practices also departs from the conception put forth by Feldman and Pentland 
(2003), due to the different nature of routines and change. In the context of routines, 
the ostensive elements have been described with ‘standard operating procedures’ and 
rules, and are closely connected to structure. Due to the novel, non-routine character of 
change, these characteristics are less applicable and appropriate to change practices. 
As remarked before (Mintzberg, 1994a: 281), “how can an organization transform it-
self simply by thinking up a new strategy?” Or, correspondingly, how can an organiza-
tion transform itself simply by thinking up change practices?  

Therefore, change practices evidently also involve a performative element to enact 
the change practice and process. According to Feldman and Pentland (2003: 101), “the 
performative aspect of a routine consists of specific actions, by specific people, in spe-
cific places and times.” The same concept can also be entertained for the enactment of 
change practices. With the words of Pentland and Rueter (1994: 488), it is the “effort-
ful accomplishment” through which organizational actors construct change processes 
from a repertoire of possible change practices. Feldman and Pentland (2003: 102) ac-
knowledge that “unreflective, habitual action is certainly possible” with respect to rou-
tines, but even in highly constrained and ‘routine’ situations, participants engage in 
reflective evaluation and consideration. How much stronger might the link between 
reflection and enactment then be in situations of strategic change processes? 

Also other authors, including some in the strategy-as-practice field, have made 
this connection and inclusion. Nutt (1993) maintained that reflection and planning 
identifies activities that create possibilities, and the performance or enactment indicate 
the steps taken to implement preferred action for change. Also, Whittington (2006) has 
incorporated procedures for thinking and acting in his definition of organizational 
practices, and Jarzabkowski (2005) included linguistic, cognitive and symbolic re-
sources for interaction in her perception of practices to complement the situated organ-
izational activity. She also emphasized that “in practice research, the ‘practice’ under 
investigation is strategy as a flow of organizational activity that incorporates content 
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and process, … thinking and acting and so on as reciprocal, intertwined and frequently 
indistinguishable parts of a whole” (Jarzabkowski, 2005: 7-8). This notion reinforces 
the idea put forward here that change practices comprise a reflective or ostensive, and 
an enactive or performative dimension.  

Dimension Change practice Focus and substance 

Change process design • Change process steps 
• Change management support activities 
• Balancing and connecting change process aspects 
• Prioritizing process issues 
• Dealing with other change practices 

Change process evaluation • Selection of evaluation criteria 
• Development of review process 
• Execution of evaluations 
• Analysis and discussion of review results 
• Follow-up on reviews, incorporating experiences and best practices 
• Promote change through success stories 
• Link incentives and rewards to evaluation results 

Drafting and craft-
ing of change proc-
ess 

Coordination and experi-
ence sharing 

• People exchange 
• Documentation and information 
• Meetings and discussions 
• Physical pooling of teams 

Objective refining and 
clarification 

• Update of objectives and adjustment to changed circumstances 
• Refinement and clarification of goals 
• Translation, interpretation and specification for local units 
• Expansion of scope to meet goals 
• Quantification and prioritization 
• Communication and sharing 

Identity and community 
building 

• Common mission, identity, purpose, direction and joint objectives 
• Roles and responsibilities 
• Ground rules 
• Feeling of community 
• Communication to the ‘outside’ world 

Establishing new language • Substantiating new objectives and concepts 
• Highlighting changes in existing concepts and approaches 
• Establishing common understanding and shared reality 
• Using and communicating new terms 

Interpretation and 
dissemination of 
change content 

Training and learning • Change content and objectives 
• Execution of business processes 
• Change management skills 
• Train-the-trainer seminars 

Establishing connected-
ness and relatability 

• Relatability on experience or expectations 
• Relatability in change process, content or context 
• Early communication and involvement Connecting and 

embedding the 
change process with 
its context 

(Re-)integration • Selection and dispatch of people for project teams 
• Integration of project members 
• Re-integration of people from project teams in organization 
• Re-integration of roles and responsibilities into organization 

Table 14: Summary of change practices 

 

Taken together, these various dimensions and characteristics of change practices 
allow for an integration of the repertoire of practices into a tentative Change Practice 
Framework displayed in Figure 90. It encapsulates the presented change practices in-
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cluding their focus on drafting and crafting of the change process, interpretation and 
dissemination of the change objectives, and connecting and embedding the process in 
its context. Moreover, it highlights the reflective and performative characteristics of 
the practices that are closely intertwined. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 90: Tentative Change Practice Framework 

7.2. Further inferences about change practices 
With the identification and discussion of the repertoire of change practices and 

their integration into a tentative framework, this study attends to the recent observation 
of several strategy-as-practice scholars that at an activity and practice level “work on 
strategic change initiatives remains a significant research opportunity” (Johnson et al., 
2007: 13). Numerous s-as-p authors had indicated the lack of empirical insights into 
activities that people carry out to enact change and implementation as part of strategiz-
ing and the strategy process (Hendry & Seidl, 2003; Johnson et al., 2007). The results 
presented here help to remedy this situation by providing and explaining specific prac-
tices that were carried out in the course of strategic change. Additionally, several as-
pects that have received particular attention in the strategy-as-practice literature will be 
further discussed with respect to the identified change practices. These are the issues 
of (1) agency and actor involvement, (2) the inclusion of change in the concept of 
strategizing and strategy formation, (3) emergent and planned change and (4) sense-
making and sensegiving activities of change. 
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Firstly, the strategy-as-practice perspective encourages embracing the activities of 
all strategists, meaning all organizational actors involved in strategy work, and hence, 
an explicit focus on the plurality of actors for an enhanced understanding of strategiz-
ing. Despite some contributions that still focus exclusively on top management, senior 
executive teams (Jarzabkowski, 2005), some studies have taken this plea seriously and 
studied the practice of strategists-as-work (Samra-Fredricks, 2003) and change agents 
(Balogun et al., 2005). The study presented here has also followed this request by in-
cluding activities of change participants on several organizational levels. These in-
cluded corporate senior executives and top managers (e.g. GPOs (including CFO, CIO, 
CHRO), the executive sponsor of GPD/IT2,  and the global project manager 
GPD/IT2), global middle managers (e.g. GPMs), subsidiary senior executives (e.g. 
MO general managers, MO executive team members), middle managers (e.g. GPD/IT2 
topic owners, LPEs) and team members (e.g. CBE team member, super users), all of 
whom participated actively in the strategic change process. This active participation 
and the engagement in change practices also renders difficult a distinction between 
change agents (Balogun et al., 2005) and change recipients (Ford et al., 2002). Under-
standing change processes as realities that are socially constructed through change 
practices, agency and active involvement is much wider distributed than classical 
change literature suggests in perceiving top-management and few change agents ac-
tively promoting change and being ‘opposed’ by a majority of change recipients. 
Studying strategic change processes from a practice perspective, hence, makes it nec-
essary to broaden the study focus to include all relevant change actors who participate 
in, enact and make sense of the change process (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). A similar 
approach can be found in studies by Samra-Fredricks (2003) and Orlikowski (1996; 
2002), who involve actors from multiple levels in their studies, all of whom play an 
active role in the change process. This study thus underscores that considering the plu-
rality of actors is an important feature of practice-based research studies (Johnson et 
al., 2007). 

Besides the importance of agency, a second, central concept of the practice-based 
strategy literature is that of ‘strategizing’ (Whittington, 1996; Johnson et al., 2003; 
Samra-Fredricks, 2003; Whittington, 2003). As mentioned before, strategizing has 
been defined as “the detailed processes and practices which constitute the day-to-day 
activities of organizational life and which relate to strategic outcomes” (Johnson et al., 
2003: 3) or as the practice or doing of strategy (Denis et al., 2007; Jarzabkowski et al., 
2007). Also, the notion of strategizing in the strategy-as-practice literature sets out to 
overcome dichotomies like strategy process and content, or between strategy formula-
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tion and implementation (Jarzabkowski, 2005). However, the strategy-as-practice lit-
erature does not seem to have come to an agreement on the differentiation between, or 
the inclusion of, some of these concepts. The definitions of strategizing put forth seem 
inclusive to practices of change and implementation as they are part of organizational 
life, as they relate to strategic outcomes and as they are important means of doing or 
executing strategy. However, several authors still distinguish between strategy formu-
lation and strategic change to seemingly exclude the latter from the strategy-as-
practice perspective. Jarzabkowski (2005), for example, claims that s-as-p shifts the 
focus to how strategy is constructed rather than organizations changed, and Whitting-
ton (2003) focuses his proposed research agenda on strategy making and designing 
organizations. On the other hand, several conceptual, strategy-as-practice contributions 
explicitly mention and incorporate strategic change and strategy implementation in the 
strategizing approach (Jarzabkowski, 2003; Balogun et al., 2005; Whittington, 2006; 
Johnson et al., 2007). There is little description, though, on how organizational prac-
tices of change and implementation contribute to and inform strategy formation, and 
herewith, also bridge the content/process divide. The present study provides some em-
pirical insights to this question. 

Several change practices (i.e. Objective refining and clarification, Identity and 
community building, Establishing new language, and Training and learning) identified 
in this research specifically include and target the content aspects of change processes. 
They represent vital activities in the enactment of strategic change processes in that 
they contribute to the wider strategy making process and strategy content. Not only 
were they used for refining, clarifying, establishing and disseminating existing strate-
gic objectives, they were also capable and used for continually extending existing 
strategy content and objectives. A close resemblance can therefore be perceived be-
tween the ideas of organizational becoming, which maintains the notion of on-going 
change, and the organization as an emergent property of change (Tsoukas & Chia, 
2002). The change practices, and especially the practices geared towards content as-
pects of change, therefore, provide further insights into how social becoming takes 
place and how a focus on strategizing can surmount the strategy formula-
tion/implementation and strategy content/process dichotomies.  

Thirdly, the issue of emergent and planned change has received some attention in 
the strategy-as-practice literature, which was also a relevant aspect for this study. Sev-
eral publications concern themselves with emergent change building on literature of 
organizational routines (Orlikowski, 1996; Feldman, 2003; Feldman & Pentland, 2003; 
Jarzabkowski, 2004; Denis et al., 2007). They primarily insist on the adaptive charac-
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teristics of routinized practices, due to small and subtle adaptations in day-to-day ac-
tivities. In fact, several strategy-as-practice scholars emphasize the importance and the 
focus of s-as-p on these day-to-day and routinized practices (Whittington, 1992; John-
son et al., 2003; Samra-Fredricks, 2003) in order to “understand how change emerges 
through recursiveness and continuity rather than radical breakdown” (Denis et al., 
2007: 199). Their concern is with the emergent adaptation of strategy practices and 
organizational routines that produce continuous change and transformation.  

Another perspective is offered in this study by focusing on organizational prac-
tices that are specifically geared towards producing and constructing change. Rather 
than evaluating how organizational practices and routines change through their con-
tinuous and repetitive performance, I have presented practices that organizational ac-
tors engage in to enact and construct change that results in a transformation of business 
processes and routines on the organizational level. This approach corresponds to the 
perspective presented by other authors such as Orlikowski (2002), Jarzabkowski 
(2003), and Balogun and colleagues (2005), who also identified specific practices that 
organizational actors engaged in to produce planned change. Each of them had a very 
particular focus that they pursued. Orlikowski (2002) studied five practices for suc-
cessful product development, Jarzabkowski (2003) identified three concepts of strate-
gic practices that mediate strategizing and could lead to continuity or change, and Ba-
logun et al. (2005) uncovered five boundary-shaking change practices. 

The commonality of all studies is the specification of organizational practices that 
are geared towards the construction and enactment of planned change, and which often 
took place in particular strategic episodes (Hendry & Seidl, 2003). Their conduct has 
been suggested for planned change initiatives, but in fact they do not preclude emer-
gent change. Emergent change, in this sense, means emergent on the firm level. 

Change, on an organizational level, is constructed through change practices on the 
micro-level that are carried out in a planned and intentional, or unintentional way. Es-
tablishing new language, for example, could be enacted without the change actors 
planned and willingly engaging in that practice. But these change practices could also 
be carried out in a planned and intentional manner. Either way, the resulting, socially 
constructed reality could resemble what had been intended on the organizational level 
with the change effort (planned change), or it could result in unforeseen, unintended 
and unplanned (emergent) changes on the organizational level (Balogun & Johnson, 
2005). However, as the objectives and intended changes are socially constructed by 
purposeful and informed change actors, the notion of ‘emergence’ becomes somewhat 
indistinct. The concept of change practices, hence, overcomes the dichotomy of 
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planned and emergent change to a certain degree. These finding also support the view 
of the importance of middle and lower level managers’ activities in the construction, 
sensemaking and sensegiving of change initiatives (Balogun & Johnson, 2005). 

In addition, to be of relevance for planned as well as ‘emergent’ change, this study 
also suggests the importance of the change practices in continuous, incremental as well 
as radical, transformational change. The GPD/IT2 project was characterized as a ‘situ-
ated change process’ (Orlikowski, 1996; Langley & Denis, 2006) that embedded peri-
ods of transformational change in on-going phases of continuous adaptation. The 
change practices played an important role and were used in both phases to enact those 
changes. A practice perspective of change, and particularly the repertoire of change 
practices described in this study, corroborates the perception of situated change and 
organizational becoming as useful, constructive and appropriate perception of strategic 
change processes. 

Finally, the ideas of sensemaking and sensegiving have received considerable at-
tention within the change (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) and practice-focused literature 
(Balogun & Johnson, 2004, 2005; Rouleau, 2005; Johnson et al., 2007; Stensaker & 
Falkenberg, 2007). Sensemaking and sensegiving have been defined with respect to 
change in the seminal contribution by Gioia and Chittipeddi (1991: 442). They state 
that “‘sensemaking’ has to do with meaning construction and reconstruction by the 
involved parties as they attempt to develop a meaningful framework for understanding 
the nature of the intended strategic change. ‘Sensegiving’ is concerned with the proc-
ess of attempting to influence the sensemaking and meaning construction of others 
towards a preferred redefinition of organizational reality.” Sensemaking, thus, has 
been described as a process of social construction and interpretation of meanings that 
informs and constrains identity and action, evolves iteratively through conversational, 
narrative and interactive processes, and is particularly critical in dynamic and turbulent 
contexts (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991; Gephart, 1993; Weick & Roberts, 1993; Balogun 
& Johnson, 2004; Maitlis, 2005; Weick et al., 2005). Organizational sensemaking is 
reported to involve actors on multiple levels (Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991) and extend 
beyond a strictly cognitive perspective into an activity and practice dimension. Several 
scholars have noted that sensemaking and sensegiving is strongly associated with pat-
terns of interrelated activities among many people (Weick & Roberts, 1993; Maitlis, 
2005).  

The close relationship to strategy-as-practice and a practice perspective of change 
is apparent. Several of the characteristics of sensemaking and sensegiving, as well as 
related activities, have been studied in association with change processes, and support 
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the suggested repertoire and tentative framework of change practices. Gioia and Chit-
tipeddi (1991), for example, emphasize the wide involvement of top, middle and 
lower-level managers in sensemaking and sensegiving. Such a broad involvement of 
change participants on all levels of the organization was also found to be crucial in the 
conduct of change practices. Additionally, the way in which sensemaking/sensegiving 
takes place suggests a close link to s-as-p. Both perspectives emphasize the importance 
of discursive interrelational activities for a process of social construction (Gephart, 
1993; Maitlis, 2005). These ideas are also compatible with and inclusive in the concept 
of change practices of this study. 

Moreover, several studies set-out to identify sensemaking and sensegiving prac-
tices involved in change processes, and herewith explicitly established the link be-
tween a practice perspective and sensemaking/sensegiving theories (Balogun & John-
son, 2005; Rouleau, 2005). While Rouleau (2005) focused her study on the identifica-
tion of micro-practices of strategic sensemaking and sensegiving (translating the new 
orientation, overcoding the strategy, disciplining the client, and justifying the change), 
Balogun and Johnson (2005) developed a comprehensive framework linking change 
recipient sensemaking to emergent change outcomes. Based on several sensemaking 
triggers, such as designed change goals, designed change interventions, day-to-day 
events and design flaws, “social processes of interaction result in developing schemata 
leading to emergent change outcomes” (Balogun & Johnson, 2005: 1586). Several of 
these micro-practices identified by Rouleau, and Balogun and Johnson closely resem-
ble activities comprised in the change practices of this study. ‘Sharing of experiences’ 
(Balogun & Johnson, 2005) compares to coordination and experience sharing, ‘sharing 
of interpretations’ (Balogun & Johnson, 2005), ‘translating the new orientation’ and 
‘justifying the change’ (Rouleau, 2005) resemble objective refining and clarification, 
and ‘overcoding the strategy’ (Rouleau, 2005) can be associated with establishing new 
language. The tentative framework and repertoire of change practices presented in this 
study, consequently, suggest an affirmation of these previous studies and also expand 
them in important ways by introducing additional change practices and organizing 
these in a supportive framework. 

The change practice framework, however, not only adds additional change prac-
tices, but also extends beyond the concepts of sensemaking and sensegiving in an im-
portant way. The dominant view of sensemaking and sensegiving processes is that of 
“ascribing meaning to strategy-relevant events, threats, opportunities” (Gioia & Chitti-
peddi, 1991: 444) that could then be acted upon. Sensemaking/sensegiving, thus, are 
perceived mainly as preceding and enabling action towards change. “Sensemaking is a 
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way station on the road to a consensually constructed coordinated system of action” 
(Weick et al., 2005: 409) that results in changed mental schemas (Balogun & Johnson, 
2004). Contrarily, the change practices presented here include aspects of making sense 
of, and giving sense to, intended changes but also, and most importantly, constitute the 
very activities by which change is actually constructed and enacted. The repertoire of 
change practices does not only involve sensemaking for action but the action of chang-
ing. This concept becomes apparent in two aspects. Firstly, it is evident in the combi-
nation of ‘reflecting’ and ‘enacting’ aspects within each change practice (see Figure 
90). And secondly, the framework extends beyond sensegiving and sensemaking in 
that the repertoire includes practices that are not only geared towards making sense of 
the intended changes and their content, but focus on the enactment of the situated 
change process.  

To summarize, several conclusions can be upheld that complement the discussion 
of the tentative change practice framework with respect to change, strategy-as-practice 
and sensemaking literature. Overall, it can be maintained that the explorative case 
study, the presented findings and the identified repertoire of change practices provide a 
wealth of information for learning possibilities and insights into strategic change proc-
esses. Having closely followed the development and construction of the strategic 
change process of GPD/IT2, and having observed the enactment of the change prac-
tices, several final conclusions and experiences can be noted, in which the value of the 
findings are summarized. 

We have learned that: 

• The practice-based construction and enactment of strategic change involves a 
comprehensive inclusion of organizational actors on all levels and units of the 
organization. A differentiation between change agents and change recipients 
becomes blurred as the change ‘recipients’ are also actively involved in the so-
cial construction of a change process. 

• Enacting change entails the on-going employment and conduct of change prac-
tices on different levels of the organization and at multiple points in time. A lin-
ear sequence of change practices to be followed step-by-step has not emerged. 
Rather, an iterative execution of the practices served to advance the change 
process. 

• The repertoire of change practices can be drawn upon deliberately for processes 
of planned change and they can construct change that is ‘emergent’ on the or-
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ganizational level. The enactment of the change practices could be carried out 
deliberately and planned or they could take place in an unintentional fashion.  

• The change practices depend on each other, influence and support each other. It 
is a repertoire that includes many activities found to be crucial for the construc-
tion of a change process, but they are not an assurance for successfully accom-
plishing planned change. 

• The change practices deal with and comprise all change dimensions, including 
change content, process and context-related aspects by drafting and crafting the 
change process, interpreting and disseminating the change content, and connect-
ing and embedding the changes in its context. 

• The practices rely on and include interrelating on all communicative levels, 
from written, to spoken, to symbolic, to acting and can take place in formal as 
well as informal settings. 
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8. Implications and contribution 
The relevance of the repertoire of change practices and the tentative framework 

presented in this study lies in its explanatory power and the empirically-based concepts 
it offers to account for how strategic change processes are enacted. Through the en-
gagement in change practices, organizational actors construct strategic change proc-
esses in the form of social interaction, communication, sensemaking and sensegiving. 
They acknowledge and infer the close association of planned and emergent change 
processes as well as the relationship of transformational, episodic change with con-
tinuous, incremental change in ‘situated’ change processes. Relevant is the engage-
ment of all change participants in these practices for the social and interrelational en-
actment of change and the understanding of how the practices influence the social con-
struction of a changed reality. ‘Managing’ change processes, hence, is less about di-
recting and controlling, and more about facilitating interrelational practices between 
change participants to achieve a constructive enactment and advancement of strategic 
change processes. The results of this study contribute to theory and praxis in several 
ways that will be presented in this chapter. The discussion of contributions will be fol-
lowed by a presentation of limitations, and the chapter will conclude with an outlook 
on future research opportunities. 

8.1. Relevance and contribution to theory 
In addition to the preceding synthesis of the present study’s main results and the 

various summaries provided in the previous chapters, this study primarily provides a 
contribution to research and theory on strategic change and strategy-as-practice. It 
does so in the following ways. 

First, it provides a comprehensive narrative presentation and detailed accounts of 
how change is produced and enacted (Johnson et al., 2007). In the still young and 
evolving field of strategy-as-practice there are few in-depth studies that are able to re-
port on empirical findings about specific practices that are involved in strategizing. 
This study has, therefore, directly addressed questions that have frequently been posed 
in the s-as-p literature probing ‘how strategists strategize’ or more specifically, how 
strategists enact strategic change, how managers act and interact in the whole strategic 
change process, and how managers ‘do’ strategy and change (Whittington, 1996). The 
detailed descriptive account of change practices answers to these questions, and con-
tributes to our understanding of the micro-practices and activities that change partici-
pants engage in to enact a strategic change process. This study provides empirical de-
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tails about practices that were used in the construction of change as well as on organ-
izational actors who were involved in these practices, and how they worked towards 
effective change. Thus, the practice accounts provide insights into the internal life of 
change processes, herewith increasing our understanding of how change processes ac-
tually come about, and through which participant interactions they are constructed.  

The study identified a repertoire of practices within three general dimensions that 
each contribute to the enactment of change in a different way. The first set of change 
practices focus on change process considerations and the drafting and crafting of the 
change process. Through my work I was able to contribute an analysis and portrayal of 
three practices that deal with the reflective and performative process design, evaluation 
and coordination. Furthermore, practices geared towards content and objective inter-
pretation and dissemination were identified that iteratively influenced the substance of 
the change process and included the refinement and clarification of objectives, identity 
building, training and learning, and establishing new language. Particularly through 
this last practice, the close link between discourse theories (Heracleous & Hendry, 
2000; Keenoy, Marshak, Oswick, & Grant, 2000; Grant et al., 2001; Boje, Oswick, & 
Ford, 2004), a processual understanding of change (Pettigrew, 1985a; Van de Ven, 
1993a) and a strategy-as-practice perspective (Johnson et al., 2007) could be empha-
sized and corroborated. The significance of language, communication and narratives 
for change has been established in the literature (Ford, 1999b) and confirmed in this 
study. The resulting change practices could furthermore substantiate the meaning of 
language and discourse for the strategy-as-practice field. In a third group, this study 
ascertained change practices geared towards connecting and embedding the change 
process in joint creation to and with its context. Establishing connectedness and relat-
ability as well as integrating and re-integrating people, roles and responsibilities, the 
change process is closely linked to its context, and acceptability and agreement are 
promoted.  

However, the contribution extends beyond a mere identification and description of 
the repertoire of practices in that it integrates them into an inclusive, tentative frame-
work. By doing so, this study accentuates different features of the change practices. 
This is, on the one hand, the inclusion of reflective and performative elements within 
each practice, and on the other hand, the inclusion of the various change dimensions. 
Organizing the repertoire of change practices in such a way highlights the embedded, 
situated character of change practices and the requirement to complement considera-
tions about the strategic content with process and context considerations. 
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Second, my findings contribute to change process literature by substantiating and 
underlying change process research with a micro-practice level and by juxtaposing 
normative management models with empirically derived activities that constitute the 
actual practices that construct a change process. The refined, detailed practice descrip-
tions of change add to process theories by highlighting some of the activities within 
the developmental sequence in which change unfolds. These practices are the compo-
nents that portray change in a processual, historical and contextual manner (Pettigrew, 
2001), adding substance to a processual/contextual understanding of change and open-
ing up the black box of change. Also, the detailed description of the activities of 
change participants yields the opportunity to refine normative change management 
models. The findings add empirically developed testimony on what practices actually 
contribute constructively to the enactment and development of strategic change.  

Third, this study establishes change practices, and herewith strategic change, as an 
integral and important element of strategizing, a core concept in the strategy-as-
practice literature (Whittington, 2003; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). The differentiation 
between strategy content and strategy process, that can be found in much of the tradi-
tional strategy literature, has long been criticized for separating concepts that require a 
joint examination, evaluation and consideration (Johnson et al., 2007). Overcoming 
this dichotomy by concentrating on micro-practices has been established as explicit 
objective of the strategy-as-practice literature (Jarzabkowski, 2005). The results of this 
study contribute to this aim in two ways. On the one hand, they establish the enact-
ment of change as important element of strategizing and dealing with the question of 
how strategists ‘do’ strategy and change. One element of strategizing, suggested here, 
is enacting the change practices. On the other hand, the study overcomes the segrega-
tion into strategy content and process by establishing content-focused practices, deal-
ing with the on-going dissemination and interpretation of the objectives, as crucial ac-
tivity in the change process. Executing a change process, therefore, has a potential in-
fluence on strategy content and strategic objectives as these are extended, altered, 
specified or interpreted throughout the change process. This could be labeled ‘emer-
gent’ strategy on the organizational level.  

Fourth, and building on the previous point, this work emphasizes the often re-
quested plurality within the practice perspective and overcomes several dichotomies of 
the strategy process literature. Especially, the plurality of actors has been an important 
element in this study, which contributes to the understanding of agency within the 
strategy-as-practice field. S-as-p has emphasized the significance of ‘strategists’ in an 
activity-based approach to strategy. Several studies have thus already extended the 
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traditional focus on senior top management teams (Jarzabkowski, 2005) to include 
middle-managers (Balogun & Johnson, 2004; Rouleau, 2005), change agents (Balogun 
& Johnson, 2005) and strategic champions (Mantere, 2005). This study further ex-
panded the focus by including all change participants in the analysis and describing 
their active role in engaging in change practices and herewith constructing the 
changes. As the reported results suggest, from a practice perspective the traditional 
differentiation into change agents and change recipients becomes ambiguous as every 
organizational actor involved in a change process is, more or less actively, engaged in 
its social construction. The role of ‘recipient’, thus, is not so much one of inactive re-
ceiver but of active participant, which might or might not be interpreted as construc-
tive or resistant (Ford, Ford, & d'Amelio, 2007). These findings strengthen the impor-
tance of agency within the strategy-as-practice domain and illustrate the need for in-
clusion of change participants on all organizational levels in future studies. 

Besides the afore mentioned content/process dichotomy, this study also contrib-
utes to surmounting other antagonisms and uniting oppositional concepts. These in-
clude the thinking/acting, planned/emergent and episodic/continuous differentiations 
(Jarzabkowski, 2005). By including a reflective and a performative dimension in the 
tentative change practice framework the combination of cognitive (consideration, 
planning) and active (execution, enactment) elements within organizational practices 
are expressed. Moreover, having focused on an overall planned change process, the 
connection between planned and emergent elements have become apparent. My study 
suggests that, when taking a practice perspective and focusing on the activity of intel-
ligible actors, top-down planning and bottom-up emergence are merged in the micro-
practices of these actors. With respect to practice, the differentiation on the organiza-
tional level between planned and emergent strategies and change becomes blurred. 
Finally, this work corroborates the view of situated change (Orlikowski, 1996) for sub-
stantial strategic change initiatives. The study showed how change practices were used 
in transformational change episodes as well as continuous phases of on-going adapta-
tions that both constituted the overall change process.  

Finally, and on a methodological note, the study provides a valuable example of 
an in-depth practice study. It herewith responds to calls made by both the change and 
the practice community for in-depth and longitudinal studies that follow the activities 
of organizational members closely to explore how strategizing and change are done in 
the everyday reality of organizational life. Studying the micro-practices and activities 
that organizational actors engage in to construct social realities, such as change, re-
quires that the researcher spends a lot of time in close connection with the organization 
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to observe the execution of these practices. This work contributes one example of such 
a longitudinal, explorative study, showing how the utilization of several methods of 
investigation, perseverance and dedication to detailed activities can produce empirical 
findings that expand our understanding of strategizing and changing. 

Moreover, within this report I make explicit, and thoroughly discuss, the episte-
mological grounding of this practice study. Social constructionist assumptions underlie 
many of the practice-based studies contributing to strategy-as-practice (Jarzabkowski, 
2004; Johnson et al., 2007). Many of these publications only indicate their construc-
tionist orientation briefly, though, without fully illustrating the characteristics of this 
approach and explaining the influence and value that such an approach has for the 
comprehension of practice studies. The discussion provided in this work aimed to 
remedy this situation by elucidating, more thoroughly, the constructionist epistemol-
ogy and influence it has on understanding organizational practices as the prime loca-
tion for the social construction of reality. 

8.2. Relevance and contribution to praxis 
Primarily, this study has been concerned with an explorative evaluation of organ-

izational practices that could contribute to our understanding of how change processes 
are enacted and herewith contribute to change process and practice-based theories. The 
results obtained from this study do not suggest a prescriptive management model to be 
followed step-by-step in order to successfully implement strategies. Due to the close 
relationship with and investigation of real-life activities, however, several conclusions 
helpful for practitioners engaged in change can be drawn. Even if the reported results 
are not used ‘instrumentally’, they may be used ‘conceptually’, for “general enlight-
enment and for influencing future actions” (Rynes et al., 1999: 827).  

One, this study outlines key organizational activities in the construction of a stra-
tegic change process that could provide more detailed guidance in change execution 
than some other normative management models might be able to. The detailed specifi-
cation of the change practices could give practitioners deepened insights and increased 
understanding of the actual going-ons within change processes. This understanding 
could potentially improve they way in which managers intervene and behave in situa-
tions of change. The study points to activities to look out for taking place in a change 
process, and the resulting practices provide a repertoire of activities that could also be 
carried out in a planned and deliberate fashion. As the example of the Supply Chain 
Management’s Process Week had demonstrated, some of these change practices can be 
intentionally used to advance a change process, overcome frustration and increase mo-



370  Implications and contribution 

tivation. So despite a strongly descriptive character of the research, some normative 
conclusions can be drawn from it that can inform the way that mangers facilitate stra-
tegic change in organizations. 

The repertoire and tentative framework of change practices, though, should not be 
seen as a prescriptive management process. It was not the intention of this study to 
provide a step-by-step guide for change managers. No sequence, with respect to the 
change practices, could be identified in this research. This is to say that no specific 
succession or timely order of these practices is suggested. Rather, my results suggest 
that their execution happens at multiple times in the course of a change process on dif-
ferent levels and at times in combination with other practices. Whether a more fre-
quent execution of a specific practice is necessary or helpful for the advancement of 
change seemed to depend on several factors pertaining to the progression of the 
change and context factors. Moreover, no prioritization of the change practices could 
be detected as a result of this study. This means that it is not the case that one or a few 
practices are absolutely necessary for the construction of change, and the others are 
left to an ‘if necessary’ approach. Rather, the combination of all of the practices 
seemed to be advantageous for the effective enactment of change processes. Which 
practice might be most relevant at a certain period in time, on a specific level, and 
within a particular context had to be left to consideration for future research. Here, the 
importance of a comprehensive enactment of all change practices in combination 
should be highlighted.  

Two, the present study might help to change the perception that organizational 
change is an object that can be ordered to happen, but that it is rather a socially con-
structed reality that involves the interaction and enactment of a large number of people 
which can be facilitated and nurtured. The results reported here highlight the signifi-
cance of a large number of participants on all organizational levels and suggest a more 
active role of change recipients than has often been believed. This might broaden the 
perspective of managers when considering the roles and behaviors of people involved 
in a change process. Perceiving change as something that does not get forced upon 
possibly resistant recipients, but is enacted through the interaction of all actors in-
volved, could alter the role and activities taken by change agents. It could foster the 
understanding of the multiple interpretative activities involved in change, and the un-
derstanding of the constructive and re-constructive nature of change practices in a sub-
ject-subject relationship rather than a subject-object relation (Hosking & Anderson, 
1992). 
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Three, this work raises attention to the necessity of considering the process aspects 
of change as much as the content, and taking historical and contextual matters into ac-
count. Planning, establishing, communicating and controlling the strategic objectives 
pursued with a change process are but one dimension of an organizational transforma-
tion, an important element, but if they are not complemented by process and context 
considerations, they might fail to produce the intended results. Dealing in a balanced 
way with a combination of content, process and context aspects and demonstrating a 
certain sensitivity of when to engage in which kind of change practices could poten-
tially improve the effectiveness of a change initiative. Moreover, emphasizing the du-
ality of reflective and enactive elements in a change process points to the need to con-
sider the process reflectively as much as to perform it actively. However, engaging in 
considerations and planning does not produce change, but contemplating and reflect-
ing on the process could provide helpful feedback for the further advancement.  

Four, my study contributes to praxis in that it increases awareness of the iterative 
and situated character of planned change. A major planned change process does not 
only involve the implementation of previously defined objectives, but the enactment of 
the implementation also strongly influences the emergence of new and the refinement 
and concretization of existing goals. However well a new strategy might be defined, 
putting it into action, as my results confirm, implies an on-going development of the 
strategic content. As organizational actors try to make sense of the strategy and try to 
influence others in the interpretation of the aims, the strategic objectives are subject to 
substantial extension, alteration and refinement. The outcome of these content-focused 
micro-practices is then manifested as emergent strategy on the organizational level. 
Being aware of these procedures and the practices involved, yields the opportunity to 
potentially facilitate and direct these activities in a certain way. For example, extra 
opportunity and time could be allocated to sensemaking and sensegiving practices or 
they could be influenced in other ways by agenda setting, involvement of certain ex-
perts, or employment of special management tools. In general, the awareness of these 
practices and their role in the enactment of a change suggests opportunities for all par-
ticipants to influence the orientation of a change process.  

Finally, this study has an implication for praxis that is related to the methodology 
employed. A continuous call for research that is useful for praxis has been made 
(Rynes et al., 1999; Rynes et al., 2001). This does not only involve the successful 
transfer and incorporation of research findings and theoretical developments in organi-
zations but also their participation in research studies. Many direct field studies, in-
cluding this one, that employ qualitative data collection methods involve an explicit 
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element of providing feedback to the participating organizations. However, not only 
do these feedbacks provide valuable input but, as my study suggests, the mere partici-
pation in empirical research has potentially beneficial effects to the organization. As 
became apparent during several interviews, posing certain questions deemed relevant 
by the researcher often triggered a thought process and sparked ideas with the inter-
viewees. Raising questions that the interviewed person might not have thought about 
raises the level of awareness of the issue and, potentially, therewith enhances conduct 
in that matter. The findings of this study, thus, suggest that besides the direct feedback 
from the researchers the mere participation in a study as a joint reflection process pro-
vides beneficial consequences to the participating organization.  

In general, the findings of this study suggest specific activities that are important 
for the construction of a change process and that, hence, an organization could deliber-
ately engage in. They propose a constructive and interpretative understanding of 
change that, in order to be enacted, takes a multitude of activities, interrelations and 
communications involving all participants.  

8.3. Limitations 
Like much of the strategic change and strategy-as-practice literature I draw on in 

this dissertation, my research examined organizational practices in only one organiza-
tion and in one form of change. Although I have focused on a particular kind of 
change, the context of the substantial and all-encompassing nature of the GPD/IT2 
change gives my findings broader relevance. The repertoire of change practices that I 
uncovered may exist in other change processes involving similar characteristics. Al-
though having provided a thick description of the setting and the changes, so that the 
reader can better assess how well my findings fit other settings, yet certain limitations 
still apply to this study.  

Despite the extended effort that went into a thorough, meticulous and diligent de-
sign, set-up and execution of this research―with an explicit attempt to meet the de-
fined quality criteria―this study is not without a number of shortcomings. Some of 
these limitations have already been introduced in the method chapter, and I will refrain 
from reiterating them. Rather, I will make some cautionary remarks about the limita-
tions of this study in its entirety.  

First, my study is subject to the drawbacks generally associated with single case 
study research that have been widely discussed in the literature (Eisenhardt, 1989b; 
Dyer & Wilkins, 1991; Eisenhardt, 1991; Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). For reasons ex-
plained in chapter 3.2, I employed a single case study design that seemed most suitable 
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to address my research objective. Despite using an embedded case study, I confer that 
the ability to generalize my findings might be limited. The repertoire of change prac-
tices is bound to the specific context of the reported case. It can only be speculated 
here whether these practices pertain to other kinds of strategic change processes in dif-
ferent kinds of organizations in diverse contexts. Rather than striving for statistical 
relevance and generalizability, criteria not necessarily dominant in qualitative re-
search, making inductions about incidents in a wider population of cases, the reported 
findings improve our understanding of certain theories and perceptions of change 
processes and strategy-as-practice (de Vaus, 2001). In accordance with the previously 
mentioned quality criteria, one objective of this study was to establish transferability, 
rather than generalizability, of results. This included a thorough elaboration of the 
GPD/IT2 change process and its context, enabling the reader to decide on the transfer-
ability of the results to other contexts. Research with a higher degree of accuracy and 
low simplicity is consequentially associated with a lower degree of generality (Weick, 
1979), however it is not less relevant or less useful. 

Second, as already mentioned in the methods chapter, due to resource constraints 
and other conditions of this study, the duration was limited to fifteen months. The real-
time field observations did not include the first initiation of the GPD/IT2 changes and 
the first implementations. Conclusions about the early times of the project, therefore, 
had to be inferred from archival data, documents and interviews. Relying on these kind 
of data collection methods, however, allowed a historical and retrospective investiga-
tion of a period of several years, including the initiation of GPD/IT2, the kernel build-
up, the pilot implementations and the early developments of the initiative. Further-
more, the study was concluded before the implementation of all major market organi-
zations was completed. The inferences about the success of the changes were therefore 
restricted to interpretations that could not include the overall conclusion of the project 
and the corporate wide implementation of GPD/IT2. As the roll-out of the project was 
in an advanced state, though, experiences with many market organizations were avail-
able, and the continuous business improvement process had been well underway, the 
perception of success was based on participants’ interpretations rather than lagging 
financial indicators. For this reason, the change practices seemed appropriate for the 
objective of this study. 

Third, the background and the role of the researcher constitute another limitation. 
The reconstruction of a major change process such as GPD/IT2 and the participants’ 
interpretations of the developments in the change pose considerable challenges. As this 
study investigated social phenomena constructed by human interaction and perceived 
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differently by all participants, developing a reconstruction of the change processes 
could only resemble an incomplete picture of the progression of the changes. Besides 
being interpreted by the change participants who give a personal account of the events, 
their narratives as well as all documents and observations are analyzed and interpreted 
by the researcher, who ‘colors’ his interpretations with his own personal background 
and experiences. The research process, the interviews and the observations made in the 
course of GPD/IT2 were discussed within the research team in order to corroborate 
specific observations and interpretations. However, possibly different interpretations 
of events still continue to exist. These personal experiences also influenced the coding 
process of the data as well as their further evaluation and interpretation.  

It was not only in the analysis of data that the role and background of the re-
searcher played a significant role. My role as researcher, observer and interviewer in 
the course of GPD/IT2, however non-participant the observations were, had an impact 
on the development of the changes. As discussed before (see chapter 6.2.3) asking cer-
tain questions and even conducting research with a specific objective that was dis-
closed to all actors potentially influenced their conduct, perspective and interpreta-
tions. The inevitable personal contact and involvement of the researcher within the 
field in this kind of social science research posed challenges and limitations to the 
study. 

Finally, the current study had to be limited in the application of relevant theory. 
Change process theories and strategy-as-practice have been related to many different 
fields of study and have been analyzed from a multitude of perspectives. The objective 
of this study was to provide a contribution with an explicit relation to practice theory, 
the strategy-as-practice field and strategic change processes. Therefore, several other 
theories and domains have been drawn upon and discussed, such as discourse, sense-
making, learning and identity theories. Several other, potentially informative and re-
lated theories and perspectives could not be discussed extensively for the sake of a 
focused contribution. However, their importance is suggested for further analysis and 
insights into the findings. 

A closer investigation of the obtained results from different perspectives, as well 
as the evaluation of the impact that my findings have on other aspects of change proc-
ess and strategy-as-practice research, is desirable for future research. 

8.4. Implications for future research 
The limitations of this dissertation as well as the theoretical concepts of the strat-

egy-as-practice literature suggest possible directions for future research. Certainly, 
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there is the opportunity to theoretically and empirically advance the concept of change 
practices and substantiate the findings of this study into a comprehensive change prac-
tice theory. Some directions for future research will be illustrated in the next few para-
graphs along the three conceptual elements of strategizing and strategy-as-practice, 
namely practice, practitioners, and practices31 (Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). These will 
be complemented with further theory considerations. 

Practice 

The single case study design utilized for this research necessitates further substan-
tiation of the change practice repertoire. Additional comparative case studies could be 
useful to evaluate several aspects in more depth. This includes, firstly, the utilization 
of the identified change practices in different kinds of change processes in various 
contexts. Future research should study change initiatives with different content and 
strategic objectives in order to uncover whether the change practices developed in this 
dissertation play a similar role, whether all of them can be found in the enactment of 
those changes, what the influence of different kinds of strategies and objectives are, 
and if there are additional practices that complement the identified practice repertoire. 
Moreover, the influence of various context conditions such as type of organization, 
culture (organizational and societal), industry, performance of the organization, or 
leadership approach represent interesting avenues for further studies. The change 
process investigated here involved a globally operating firm with multiple country or-
ganizations that developed and implemented common best practice business processes 
supported by an integrated IT infrastructure. The changes took place in a private firm 
that reported good business results and solid growth and was based on a strong corpo-
rate culture. Other settings need to be studied in order to corroborate and advance the 
described findings. 

Secondly, a more detailed evaluation and account of the change practices provides 
opportunities for future researchers. The objective of this study was to identify, de-
scribe and integrated the interactive change practices into a tentative framework. How-
ever, further detailed descriptions of the participation, the roles of the actors, as well as 
the timing of the practices offer research opportunities. This also includes an evalua-
tion of different execution possibilities such as in a deliberate and planned manner in 
dedicated episodes or in an emergent and informal way. Also, a connection between 

                                              
31 For the discussion of implications for future research, the conceptual differentiation between practice (as 
praxis or activity) and practices (as tools, artifacts, routines, norms, techniques, etc.), as suggested in some of the 
literature, will be utilized (Jarzabkowski, 2005; Whittington, 2006). 
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the change practices has been suggested through this research and a mutual influence 
between them. Consequently, they have been grouped into process-focused practices 
of drafting and crafting, content-related practices of dissemination and communica-
tion, and practices associated with context aspects of embedding and connecting. 
These connections and influences between the practices, how they are manifested and 
what they result in provide another research opportunity.  

Thirdly, my findings suggest that the change practices were involved in the con-
struction of the change process when it was planned and took place as episodic as well 
as continuous change. Comparative studies investigating the execution of change prac-
tices in planned and emergent (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985) as well as continuous and 
episodic change phases (Weick & Quinn, 1999), and their role within each of these 
could provide a more holistic picture. My results suggest that the change practices are 
relevant in the construction of each of these types of change processes. A further in-
vestigation could substantiate this perception.  

Finally, the change practices, their substance and their effects have been described 
in a certain degree of detail. For an increased understanding of the practices and their 
effects on the change process, a more detailed analysis of each practice and its influ-
ence is suggested. This includes the evaluation of the effects of practices that are com-
pletely missing from a change process or that are carried out very seldom or with few 
participants. If a practice is absent, does it negatively affect the change process? Like-
wise, which factors might render it needless?  

Practitioners 

The concept of agency is a constituting aspect of the strategy-as-practice domain. 
Interrelation, communication and interaction are the ways in which change processes 
and change practices are enacted. The role of the actors, the practitioners participating 
in a change initiative, hence, is a crucial aspect for the practice-based approach. The 
result of this study is that the active involvement of all participants is an important 
element in the study, as well as execution of change processes. The construction of 
change processes and practices relies on the interaction of top, middle and lower man-
agers as well as what is often labeled as ‘change recipients’. Due to their active in-
volvement in the change practices, my research suggests that they are much more than 
recipients and rather, are change practitioners as well. Further evaluating the different 
roles that actors have in the change practices provides another research opportunity. 
To abandon the term ‘recipient’ does not imply that there are not more and less active 
roles associated with change practices, and that there are not change agents who par-
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ticularly promote change. Not all change actors might be required to participate in 
every change practice. Identifying a relevant group of people to be included in certain 
change practices could enhance the understanding of the enactment of change. Besides 
different roles, questions of leadership, initiation or facilitation of the practices and the 
skills important for these roles constitutes another possible research issue.  

Practices 

As discussed before, the strategy-as-practice literature subsumes several different 
concepts under the term strategic ‘practices’ such as tools, artifacts, routines, norms 
and techniques (Jarzabkowski, 2005; Whittington, 2006; Johnson et al., 2007). Having 
primarily concentrated on and investigated activities and interaction in the construction 
of change, an open issue remains about those tools, techniques and artifacts used in the 
enactment of change practices. Further research might shed light on what kind of 
‘practices’ could support the execution of change, and how they assist in its construc-
tion. Jarzabkowski’s (2005) category of discursive practices, for example, is closely 
connected to the change practice of establishing new language, but also with the gen-
eral concept of practice (activity) as discursive, interrelational action. What kind of 
relational practices aid in the enactment of change, or the episodic design useful for its 
construction, remains to be explored in future research.  

Additional theory 

Several change practices not only build on practice theories, but incorporate and 
build on other theories and concepts. These include the practice of training and learn-
ing and the one of coordination and experience sharing, which are informed by organ-
izational learning theories. Identity building is based on team identity ideas, and estab-
lishing new language relates to narrative and discourse theory. Moreover, the overall 
change practice concept is not only grounded in practice theories (Schatzki et al., 
2001; Reckwitz, 2002), but also in closely related discourse theories (Grant, Hardy, 
Oswick, & Putnam, 2004). Thus, this study has been informed by several different 
theories. Future research could build on the various theoretical perspectives and could 
include additional ones, in order to deepen the understanding of specific practices and 
broaden the theoretical foundation that the practices are built on.  

In sum, I believe that this dissertation provides a compelling and stimulating con-
tribution to the field of strategy-as-practice and a practice-based understanding of the 
enactment of strategic change processes. I trust the results add constructively to the 
discussion on a strategy-as-practice perspective and I hope that it prompts further in-
terest and research on practice-focused change and strategizing. 
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Appendix 1: Global Process Owner and Global Process Manager roles and responsibilities  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2: General description Local Process Manager and Process Expert  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

Global Process Owner (GPO) Global Process Manager (GPM) 
Assigned by EB sponsor 
Reports in this function directly to EB sponsor 

Assigned by GPO 
Reports in this function directly to GPO 

Overall 
• Global accountability for definition (incl. documentation), 

implementation and improvement of global standards (process, data, 
system) in order to significantly increase customer satisfaction and 
productivity 

• Represent process area in Corporate Management Meetings 
Implementation 
• Ensure training material development (process, data, system) and 

training of PMs and PEs. 
• Support EB and EMG in leading Change Management 
• Communicate & train Vision, KPI, Scope & Objective and Process 

Overview on corporate and local management level 
Improvement 
• Planning and Budgeting: 

 Establish KPIs with Excellence Levels and Performance Drivers 
 Negotiate qualitative and quantitative targets (KPI, Performance 

Drivers) with EMG and/or PMs in the organizational units 
 Ensure budgeting for process definition, implementation and 

improvement 
• Active improvement of global process, data and system: 

 Benchmark internally and externally with competition and best-in-
class companies 

 Identify, prioritize and allocate Business Improvement potential 
 Steer by means of KPIs, Performance Drivers, Assessments, 

Global Process Team Meetings and improvement activities 
 Evaluate & decide on Change Requests 

• Ensure knowledge transfer (process, data and system) between global 
and local process organization (learn from each other) 

Personnel Development 
 Ensure sufficient global process expertise 
 Joint responsibility for PM nomination together with local 

organization 

Overall 
• Most knowledgeable person about details of process, 

data and system solutions in the global process 
organization (incl. business scenarios, Business 
Process Procedures) 

Definition 
• Define global process, data and system 
• Translate business requirements (process, data, 

metrics) to system functionality and ensure efficient 
system support 

Implementation 
• Enforce implementation and compliance: 

 Provide and update documentation and training 
material 

 Train process-, data- & system know how to PM 
and PE in the different organizational units 

 Support, coach and advise PM and PE 
 Check utilization and compliance with processes 

Improvement 
• Active involvement in improvement (process, data, 

system): 
 Coach local organizations using KPIs and PDs 
 Collect & evaluate improvement potential 
 Prepare & evaluate Change Requests (process, 

data, metrics, system) 
 Manage Process and System Release changes 

(incl. Release Test and Rollout) 
 Lead experience exchange among Process 

Experts 
• Ensure handling of trouble tickets concerning 

business issues (Remedy) 

 

Process Manager & Process Expert in general:
• Process Manager (PM) and Process Expert (PE) are functions (areas of responsibility).
• A person can assume these functions for several processes (especially in small organizations).
• PM and PE play a key role especially after implementation of GPD/IT2 when the project 
organization dissolves. Considerations on nomination ideally take already place approx. 4-5 
months before SOR and should be taken into account when establishing the Local Implementation 
Team GPD/IT2.

• The global Process Organization with global processes, data and system are a decisive basis for 
the rollout of global strategies and initiatives.

• The description of the roles for PM and PE are models that provide guidance when defining roles 
in an organization, but may be adapted individually. Therefore the described roles support the 
management of an organization in establishing the process organization in that unit.

• The transformation into a process organization has to be a controlled change process. Pace will be 
different from organization to organization and from process to process. It is important to make a 
careful selection concerning PM and PE as both need to drive business improvement cross 
functional borders. Personal dedication, passion and time commitment are crucial.

• The nomination of PMs is mandatory.
• The nomination of PEs is optional, but is highly recommended for key processes of an organization 
or for large organizations (large in terms of number of process participants).

• In case no PE is nominated the tasks of PE have to be fulfilled by the PM.
• The tasks of a PM can not be delegated to a PE.
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Appendix 3: Local Process Manager and Process Expert roles and responsibilities  

(Source: CaseCo documentation) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 4: Overview of direct, non-participative observation activities 

 

Process Manager (PM) Process Expert (PE) 
Assigned by Head of Organization in accordance with GPO 
Is a member of the Management Team 

Assigned by PM 
Reports in this function directly to a PM 

Overall 
• Accountable in local organization for utilization of global 

standards (process, data, system and implementation of 
improvements (process, data, system)  

• Represent process area in local Management Team 
Implementation 
• Ensure training (process, data, system) 
• Support Head of Organization in leading Change Management 
• Communicate & train Vision, KPI, Scope & Objective and 

Process Overview 
Improvement 
• Planning and Budgeting: 

 Negotiate quantitative (KPI, Performance Drivers) and 
qualitative targets with GPO 

 Ensure budgeting for process implementation and 
improvement 

• Active involvement in improvement of local and global process 
 Identify, prioritize and realize Business Improvement 

potential 
 Steer by means of Key Performance Indicators, 

Performance Drivers, Assessments and other improvement 
activities 

• Ensure knowledge (process, data and system) transfer 
between global and local process organization (learn from each 
other) 

Personnel Development: 
•  Ensure sufficient local process expertise 

Overall 
• Most knowledgeable person about details of process, data 

and system in local organization (incl. business scenarios, 
Business Process Procedures) 

Implementation 
• Enforce implementation and compliance 

 Provide and update training material 
 Train process-, data- & system know how 
 Support, coach and advise (especially in exceptional 

cases) Process Participants 
 Give first level system support 
 Check utilization and compliance with processes  

Improvement 
• Active involvement in improvement (process, data, system) 

locally and globally 
 Work with / close to Process Participants 
 Moderate experience exchange among Process 

Participants 
 Coach Process Participants using operational indicators 
 Collect & evaluate improvement potential 
 Initiate Change Requests (process, data, system) 
 Manage Process Changes and System Releases (incl. 

Release Test and Rollout) 
 Contribute to global experience exchange across 

organizational borders (participating in global expert team 
meetings) 

• Coordinate & escalate system issues to Corporate Team 
(Remedy) 

 

Direct Observations / Meetings

• Coordination Team Meetings (since August 27, 2004)
• GPD Board Meetings (since November 24, 2004)
• SCM Process Weeks (44/2004; 51/2004; 10/2005; 24/2005)
• M&S LPE Workshop (March 17-18, 2005)
• SOR Italy (February, 2005)
• SRR 1 Italy (April, 2005)
• Steering Board Meeting MO IT (February 3, 2005)
• Steering Board Meeting MO GB/IE (March 2, 2005)
• Several team & implementation meetings (MO F, MO IT, 

global M&S team)

• CBE GPDS presentation (October 12, 2004)
• Meetings for teaching case-study for University of St. Gallen
• Production plant tour, Plant 6 (March 10, 2005)
• Discussion of Supply Chain Process Organization

• Countless informal conversations

Direct Observations / Meetings

•
•
•
• -18, 2005)
•
•
•
•
•

•
• -
•
•

•

Direct Observations / Meetings

• Coordination Team Meetings (since August 27, 2004)
• GPD Board Meetings (since November 24, 2004)
• SCM Process Weeks (44/2004; 51/2004; 10/2005; 24/2005)
• M&S LPE Workshop (March 17-18, 2005)
• SOR Italy (February, 2005)
• SRR 1 Italy (April, 2005)
• Steering Board Meeting MO IT (February 3, 2005)
• Steering Board Meeting MO GB/IE (March 2, 2005)
• Several team & implementation meetings (MO F, MO IT, 

global M&S team)

• CBE GPDS presentation (October 12, 2004)
• Meetings for teaching case-study for University of St. Gallen
• Production plant tour, Plant 6 (March 10, 2005)
• Discussion of Supply Chain Process Organization

• Countless informal conversations

Direct Observations / Meetings

•
•
•
• -18, 2005)
•
•
•
•
•

•
• -
•
•

•
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Date Location Time Duration Meeting 

Fri, 27. Aug 2004 headquarter 2 15:00 02:45 coordination team meeting 

Fri, 15. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 15:30 01:00 coordination team meeting 

Mon, 25. Oct 2004 headquarter 3 09:00 03:00 supply chain Process Week 

Wed, 27. Oct 2004 headquarter 3 13:00 04:30 supply chain Process Week 

Fri, 29. Oct 2004 headquarter 3 10:45 01:00 supply chain Process Week 

Fri, 29. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 14:30 01:45 coordination team meeting 

Wed, 24. Nov 2004 headquarter 09:00 02:30 GPD Board Meeting 

Fri, 26. Nov 2004 headquarter 2 15:30 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Tue, 07. Dec 2004 France 10:00 01:00 local team meeting of implementation team 

Tue, 07. Dec 2004 France 13:30 01:30 video conference w/ HQ on SC process 

Fri, 10. Dec 2004 headquarter 2 15:30 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Mon, 13. Dec 2004 headquarter 4 09:00 03:30 supply chain Process Week 

Tue, 14. Dec 2004 headquarter 4 08:30 04:00 supply chain Process Week 

Wed, 15. Dec 2004 headquarter 4 08:00 04:30 supply chain Process Week 

Wed, 15. Dec 2004 headquarter 4 13:30 01:00 supply chain Process Week 

Fri, 14. Jan 2005 headquarter 2 15:00 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Mon, 17. Jan 2005 Italy 08:30 10:30 SOR 

Tue, 18. Jan 2005 Italy 09:00 10:00 SOR 

Wed, 19. Jan 2005 Italy 09:00 10:00 SOR 

Thu, 20. Jan 2005 Italy 09:00 10:00 SOR 

Fri, 21. Jan 2005 Italy 09:00 10:00 SOR 

Mon, 24. Jan 2005 headquarter 08:00 10:00 GPD Board Meeting 

Tue, 25. Jan 2005 Italy  18:00 00:45 SOR cross-team meeting 

Wed, 26. Jan 2005 Italy 08:30 10:00 SOR 

Thu, 27. Jan 2005 Italy 08:30 07:00 SOR 

Fri, 28. Jan 2005 Italy 08:00 10:00 SOR 

Thu, 03. Feb 2005 Italy 09:00 06:00 MO IT Steering Board 

Thu, 03. Feb 2005 Italy 16:00 02:00 MO IT Site Preparation Kick-Off 

Fri, 04. Feb 2005 headquarter 2 15:00 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Fri, 25. Feb 2005 headquarter 2 15:00 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Mon, 28. Feb 2005 headquarter 08:00 03:30 GPD Board Meeting 

Wed, 02. Mar 2005 headquarter 2 10:00 01:00 Steering Board Meeting GB/I 

Mon, 07. Mar 2005 Germany 13:00 05:00 supply chain Process Week 

Tue, 08. Mar 2005 Germany 08:30 09:30 supply chain Process Week 

Wed, 09. Mar 2005 Germany 08:30 07:15 supply chain Process Week 

Thu, 10. Mar 2005 Germany 08:30 06:30 supply chain Process Week 

Thu, 10. Mar 2005 Germany 15:00 02:00 production plant tour 

Fri, 11. Mar 2005 Germany 10:30 00:30 supply chain Process Week 

Fri, 11. Mar 2005 Germany 12:00 01:00 supply chain Process Week 

Thu, 17. Mar 2005 headquarter 08:00 09:30 M&S LPE Workshop 

Fri, 18. Mar 2005 headquarter 08:00 07:00 M&S LPE Workshop 
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Fri, 18. Mar 2005 headquarter 2 15:00 02:30 coordination team meeting 

Fri, 18. Mar 2005 headquarter 2 17:30 01:00 Global M&S Team Meeting 

Wed, 06. Apr 2005 headquarter 08:00 04:30 GPD Board Meeting 

Mon, 18. Apr 2005 Italy 10:00 06:00 SRR 1 and steering board meeting 

Thu, 28. Apr 2005 headquarter 08:00 03:00 GPD Board Meeting 

Wed, 04. May 2005 St. Gallen 08:15 01:30 Lecture 

Fri, 03. Jun 2005 headquarter 2 15:00 01:30 coordination team meeting 

Thu, 09. Jun 2005 headquarter 08:00 02:00 GPD Board Meeting 

Mon, 13. Jun 2005 headquarter 13:00 05:00 supply chain Process Week 

Tue, 14. Jun 2005 headquarter 08:30 10:30 supply chain Process Week 

Wed, 15. Jun 2005 headquarter 08:00 11:00 supply chain Process Week 

Appendix 5: Detailed list of non-participative observations 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 6: List of interview partners and their organizational affiliation 

 

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

KBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of KBE
KBE team member

Head global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/H2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

CBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of CBE
CBE team member

Head of global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/IT2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

KBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of KBE
KBE team member

Head global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/H2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tation Team

CBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM ASS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO M&S
New GPO CCH
New GPO M&S

Head of CBE
CBE team member

Head of global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM M&S
GPM M&S
GPM M
GPM HR

GPD/IT2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner M&S
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE M&S
LPE SCM
LPE M&S
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE M&S
LPM CCH
LPE ASS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE M&S

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

KBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of KBE
KBE team member

Head global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/H2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

CBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of CBE
CBE team member

Head of global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/IT2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tationTeam

KBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM AMS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO MR
New GPO CCH
New GPO MR

Head of KBE
KBE team member

Head global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM MR
GPM HR

GPD/H2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner MR
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE MR
LPE SCM
LPE MR
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE MR
LPM CCH
LPE AMS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE MR

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE

GPO Teams

Global Implemen -
tation Team

CBE

Headquarter 
Functions

GPOs/GPMs

Project Manager (3x)
GPM PPM
GPO CCH
GPM FICO(2x)
Deputy GPO SCM (2x)
GPM ASS
GPO HR (2x)
GPO FICO (2x)
GPO M&S
New GPO CCH
New GPO M&S

Head of CBE
CBE team member

Head of global 
training & learning
Head of global 
reporting

GPM M&S
GPM M&S
GPM M
GPM HR

GPD/IT2 rollout manager 
Global implementation
manager France
Global implementation
manager Italy
Global implementation
manager GB/Ireland

MO Italy

GM
Local implementation 
manager
Topic Owner M&S
Local implementation 
manager & LPM FICO
LPE M&S
LPE SCM
LPE M&S
LPE FICO

MO France

Local implementation 
manager
LPE M&S
LPM CCH
LPE ASS

GM
LPM SCM
LPE SCM
LPE M&S

MO Germany

Local implementation 
manager

MO GB/IE
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Date Location Time Duration

Type of 

interaction Interviewer CaseCo interviewee 

Thu, 22. Jul 2004 headquarter 2 09:30 02:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPD/IT2 project manager 

Wed, 11. Aug 2004 headquarter 2 09:00 01:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPD/IT2 project manager 

Thu, 30. Sep 2004 headquarter 2 10:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler GPM PPM 

Tue, 12. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 09:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO CCH 

Wed, 13. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 08:30 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 GPM FICO 

Mon, 18. Oct 2004 headquarter 10:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 deputy GPO SCM 

Fri, 22. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 08:30 03:00 interview F. Kappler +2 Head of CBE 

Mon, 25. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 15:30 02:30 interview F. Kappler +2 GPM ASS 

Tue, 26. Oct 2004 headquarter 10:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +2 Head of global reporting 

Wed, 27. Oct 2004 headquarter 08:00 01:15 interview F. Kappler +2 GPO HR 

Thu, 28. Oct 2004 headquarter 08:00 02:20 interview F. Kappler +2 GPO FICO 

Fri, 29. Oct 2004 headquarter 2 08:00 02:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO M&S 

Thu, 02. Dec 2004 headquarter 2 10:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 CBE team member 

Tue, 07. Dec 2004 France 11:00 01:45 interview F. Kappler Global implementation 
manager MO France, 
Local implementation 
manager MO France 

Tue, 07. Dec 2004 France 15:00 01:15 interview F. Kappler LPE M&S MO France 

Tue, 07. Dec 2004 France 16:15 01:15 interview F. Kappler LPM CCH, 

LPE ASS 

Thu, 09. Dec 2004 headquarter 3 10:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler Head of global training and 
learning 

Mon, 20. Dec 2004 headquarter 2 13:30 01:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPD/IT2 project manager 

Mon, 17. Jan 2005 Italy 19:00 01:20 interview F. Kappler Local implementation man-
ager MO Italy 

Tue, 18. Jan 2005 Italy 18:00 01:30 interview F. Kappler Local topic owner MO Italy 

Thu, 20. Jan 2005 Italy 15:30 01:20 interview F. Kappler LPE FICO MO Italy 

Fri, 21. Jan 2005 Italy 14:00 01:20 interview F. Kappler LPE SCM MO Italy 

Wed, 26. Jan 2005 Italy 11:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler GPM M&S 

Wed, 26. Jan 2005 Italy 14:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler Local implementation man-
ager MO Italy & LPM FICO

Thu, 27. Jan 2005 Italy 10:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler GM MO Italy 

Thu, 27. Jan 2005 Italy 14:00 01:30 interview F. Kappler GPM M&S 

Fri, 28. Jan 2005 Italy 10:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler LPE M&S MO Italy 

Thu, 03. Feb 2005 Italy 18:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler LPE M&S MO Italy 

Thu, 03. Feb 2005 Italy 19:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler Global implementation 
manager MO Italy 

Tue, 22. Feb 2005 headquarter 2 10:15 02:00 interview F. Kappler GPD/IT2 roll-out manager 

Thu, 24. Feb 2005 headquarter 2 09:00 02:20 interview F. Kappler GPM M&S 

Wed, 02. Mar 2005 headquarter 2 11:45 01:30 interview F. Kappler Global implementation 
manager MO GB/Ireland 

Wed, 02. Mar 2005 phone 14:30 01:30 interview F. Kappler Local implementation man-
ager MO GB/Ireland 
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Tue, 08. Mar 2005 Germany 09:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 LPE M&S MO Germany 

Thu, 10. Mar 2005 Germany 09:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler LPE SCM MO Germany 

Fri, 11. Mar 2005 Germany 08:30 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 LPM SCM MO Germany 

Fri, 11. Mar 2005 Germany 11:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler +1 GM MO Germany 

Thu, 28. Apr 2005 headquarter 11:30 01:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO CCH 

Wed, 18. May 2005 headquarter 2 17:00 01:40 interview F. Kappler +1 GPM FICO 

Tue, 24. May 2005 headquarter 09:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO HR 

Wed, 25. May 2005 headquarter 09:00 01:40 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO FICO 

Wed, 25. May 2005 headquarter 14:00 02:00 interview F. Kappler +1 GPM HR 

Tue, 31. May 2005 headquarter 09:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler +1 deputy GPO SCM 

Wed, 01. Jun 2005 headquarter 2 14:00 02:30 interview F. Kappler +1 GPO M&S 

Wed, 28. Sep 2005 phone 11:00 01:00 interview F. Kappler GPD/IT2 project manager 

Appendix 7: Detailed list of interviews 
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Interview Guideline 
- global -  

1. Welcome 
• thank you for the interview 
• structure of the interview, timetable 
• interview is confidential, recorded with possibility to turn off recorder, notes only to conduct the interview 

 start to record 

2. Biography, professional career 
• education 
• professional development and current position at CASECO 
• (scope and responsibilities of current process position) 

3. Change history 
• What have been the most important changes at CASECO within the recent past? (5 - 10 years) 
• What can you tell me about IT1? 

4. GPD/IT2 
4.1. Objective and Content 
• What is the historical development of GPD/IT2?  
• From your point of view, what are the most important aspects of GPD/IT2? 
• What are the main changes (content) that have been brought about by GPD/IT2? 
• What other change aspects are important in the course of GPD/IT2? 
• Has there been an introduction of any new regular activities / discourses on the local level / global level? Which 

ones? 
• How do GPD/IT2 and its progression get communicated? 
• What are / have been the reactions to GPD/IT2? 
• How does GPD/IT2 differ from other change initiatives?  
• What was your initial perception of GPD/IT2? 
• What is your perception and expectation now?  

4.2. Change Process 
• How does the GPD/IT2 change process unfold? (GLOBAL PERSPECTIVE) 
• What is the key / critical phase or milestone during a local implementation? Why? 

4.3. Change Activities and Personal Involvement 
• What are your main tasks and responsibilities regarding GPD/IT2? 
• Have you participated in any specific change activities (formal and informal) 
• What are the main activities supporting the change process? 
• What / who is your most important network within CASECO for GPD/IT2? (formal/informal) 
• Have you seen / experienced any particular promotion of / resistance to GPD/IT2?  

4.4. Performance and Results 
• Do you think GPD/IT2 has been successful so far? Why? 
• How does the success of GPD/IT2 get evaluated? 
• Who is responsible? 
• Are there any project performance criteria different from the regular organizational ones? 
• Is there a feedback process for GPD/IT2? 
• What is / has been the most important factor securing the success of GPD/IT2? 
• Have there been any rewards associated with GPD/IT2? What for? 
• What do you expect from GPD/IT2 in the future? Why? 
• What are the major challenges/problems and opportunities you see regarding GPD/IT2? Why? 
• What do you think will be the main issues regarding GPD/IT2 in two years? 

5. General Questions 
• If you were the project manager, what would you have done differently? 
• Would you like to add anything to any of the subjects discussed? Anything else important? 
• Is there anyone else we should talk to? 

 

Appendix 8: Interview guideline global (first interview) 
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Interview Guideline 
 - local -  

1. Welcome 
• thank you for the interview 
• structure of the interview, timetable 
• interview is confidential, recorded with possibility to turn off recorder, notes only to conduct the interview 

 start to record 
2. Biography, professional career 
3. CaseCo MO History and Business Situation 

• What has been the business situation and development of CaseCo MO within the past few years? 
4. Change history 

• What have been the most important changes at CaseCo MO within the recent past? (5 - 10 years) 
5. GPD/IT2 

5.1. General / Content 
• When and how did you initially learn about GPD/IT2? 
• What was your initial perception / expectation of GPD/IT2? 
• Has it changed so far? What is your perception / expectation now? 
• What do you consider the most important aspect of GPD/IT2? 
5.2. GPD/IT2 in MO 
• What are the main issues regarding GPD/IT2 at CaseCo MO XX at the moment and in the near future? 
• What is the historical development of GPD/IT2 in MO XX? 
• What has changed at CaseCo MO XX since the introduction of GPD/IT2 in 2001 due to GPD/IT2? 
• Has an organizational / structural change been considered? 
• How do you perceive the mandatory change activities? 
• Do you have any change activities other then the ones mandatory? 
• What are the most important change practices / activities? 
5.3. Coordination and Communication 
• How does the coordination with the global GPD/IT2 team work? 
• How does the coordination with other GPD/IT2 MOs work? 
• How does the cross-processual coordination work at CaseCo MO XX? 
• What is / who are your most important network within CASECO for GPD/IT2? 
• Have you seen / experienced any particular promotion of / resistance to GPD/IT2?  
5.4. Challenges 
• What are the most important / critical aspects to you in the course of the GPD/IT2 roll-out? 
• What are the most important / critical aspects after the completion of the roll out in MO XX? 
• What are the consequences for the future of CaseCo MO XX? 
• What other change aspects are important in the course of GPD/IT2 and after its implementation? 
• Is there anything missing in the course of GPD/IT2? 
5.5. Performance 
• Do you think GPD/IT2 has been successful so far? 
• How does the success of GPD/IT2 get evaluated? 
• How do you evaluate the success of GPD/IT2 in MO XX? 
• Are there any rewards associated with the success of GPD/IT2 in MO? 
• What are the major threats/problems and opportunities you see regarding GPD/IT2? Why? 
• How does GPD/IT2 differ from other change initiatives?  

6. General Questions 
• If you were the project manager, what would you have done differently? 
• Do you think any other issues get neglected due to GPD/IT2? 
• How would you describe CASECO’s culture in MO? How is it different to other organizations that you have 

seen? 
• Would you like to add anything to one of the subjects discussed? Anything else important? 
• Is there anyone else I should talk to? 

Appendix 9: Interview guideline local 
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Appendix 10: List of feedback and discussion activities 

 

 

Appendix 11: CaseCo organizational excellence research project plan 

 

DateFeedback activities

•
Week 10/2005

• Discussion with GPD/IT2 project manager of overall research find
•

GPD Board 
•

global project manager
• Presentation and discussion of executive summary of research fin

master student to provide guidance for his master
• Discussion of research findings with GPD/IT2 executive sponsor
•

•
• Presentation and discussion of final research results in GPD 

Board/Coordination Team Meeting

09. March 2005

04. April 2005
06. April 2005

18. April 2005

27. April 2005

04. May 2005
01. June 2005

14. July 2005
08. July 2005

Date

•

•
•

GPD Board 
•

•

•
•

•
•

09. March 2005

04. April 2005
06. April 2005

18. April 2005

27. April 2005

04. May 2005
01. June 2005

14. July 2005
08. July 2005

with M&S GPO
Presentation and discussion of M&S LPE expert meeting observation

Presentation and discussion of SCM Process Week observations in Process

Presentation and discussion of executive summary of research findings in

Discussion of MO Italy SRR 1 and steering board meeting observations with

discussion of SCM approach to process organization with SCM GPM and ETH 

Discussion of final research findings with GPD/IT2 project manager

DateFeedback activities

•
Week 10/2005

• Discussion with GPD/IT2 project manager of overall research find
•

GPD Board 
•

global project manager
• Presentation and discussion of executive summary of research fin

master student to provide guidance for his master
• Discussion of research findings with GPD/IT2 executive sponsor
•

•
• Presentation and discussion of final research results in GPD 

Board/Coordination Team Meeting

09. March 2005

04. April 2005
06. April 2005

18. April 2005

27. April 2005

04. May 2005
01. June 2005

14. July 2005
08. July 2005

Date

•

•
•

GPD Board 
•

•

•
•

•
•

09. March 2005

04. April 2005
06. April 2005

18. April 2005

27. April 2005

04. May 2005
01. June 2005

14. July 2005
08. July 2005

with M&S GPO
Presentation and discussion of M&S LPE expert meeting observation

Presentation and discussion of SCM Process Week observations in Process

Presentation and discussion of executive summary of research findings in

Discussion of MO Italy SRR 1 and steering board meeting observations with

discussion of SCM approach to process organization with SCM GPM and ETH 

Discussion of final research findings with GPD/IT2 project manager
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Appendix 12: Feedback presentation to SCM Process Week 

 

• What is the underlying objective of the process weeks?

• What is needed to meet those objectives?

• Which levels of interaction are intended?
• cultural dimension
• social dimension
• technical dimension

• What can the process week contribute to and how?

• How can a common understanding be reached?
• objectives
• expectations
• way of working together
• bindingness of decisions for the organization

• identity
• routinized practices
• materialized activities

• What is the underlying objective of the process weeks?

• What is needed to meet those objectives?

• Which levels of interaction are intended?
• cultural dimension
• social dimension
• technical dimension

• What can the process week contribute to and how?

• How can a common understanding be reached?
• objectives
• expectations
• way of working together
• bindingness of decisions for the organization

• identity
• routinized practices
• materialized activities

• What kind of activities should be included in the process weeks
• training
• communication
• experience / knowledge sharing
• decision taking
• benchmarking
• reflection on learnings
• „open space“ discussion

• What are the targeted / needed participants

• What is the level of exchange and interaction
• way of working together – define the process organization
• discussing / solving challenges

• What are the roles / responsibilities (within the process week)?

• What kind of meeting procedures would be helpful?
• independent facilitator
• expectation exchange / expectation follow up
• open task / next-step list
• follow-up on next steps
• definition of meeting ground rules
• reflection on „benefits“ and „concerns“
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Appendix 13: Evaluation dimensions for first issue identification procedure of GPD/IT2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 14: Preliminary change performance categories 
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