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Abstract. Transformational e-government (t-government) aimsalize public
sector reform. Yet many of the large transformafioojects have not resulted
in the desired outcomes, as stakeholders did noptathe results of the
projects. These projects are characterized byge laumber of stakeholders,
many uncertainties and complexities. Although therea vast amount of
literature available on project failure and desjitiseimportance of this topic,
little is known about factors influencing the adoptof large transformation
projects by stakeholders. In this paper factortuémfcing and delaying the
adoption of a large transformation project are fified. Adoption is hindered
by a combination of factors originating from themgaexity and uncertainties
in combination with too high ambition levels ande timeglecting existing
realities. During the transformation process thmufoon the users was lost and
shifted towards an internal orientation.

Keywords: Transformational government, e-government, failupFpject
failure, adoption, diffusion, XBRL

1 Introduction

Transformational e-government (t-government) e$f@im to move beyond creating
better service delivery for citizens and businessas realize public sector reform
(Beynon-Davies, 2007; Cordella & lannacci, 2010wes, 2008; Morgeson Il &
Mithas, 2009). Transforming government in a commageavor, as it requires radical
change trajectories resulting in permanent orgéinizal change (Irani, Elliman, &
Jackson, 2007; Weerakkody & Dhillon, 2008). T-Gaweent can be defined as the
“ICT-enabled and organization-led transformatiorgofernment operations, internal
and external processes and structures to enableedlieation of services that meet
public-sector objectives such as efficiency, tramepcy, accountability and citizen
centricity” (Weerakkody, Janssen, & Dwivedi, 201p, 321 p. 321). Many
transformation projects do not live up to expeotadi (McAfee & Andrew, 2003) and
e-government projects are subject to failure (Lsul& Charalabidis, 2011).



Transformation projects run often over budget, owene, do not deliver
functionalities and other requirements.

The cost of failure are tremendous and have betimated in terms of billions of
Euros. Project might completely fail and have toader again or are only delayed
and are more expensive and providing less funditi@® Yet what constitutes a
failure is often open to discussion. Different sfladders might have their own
metrics for determining success or failure. Trams#ttion projects can be deemed
failures due to the inability to meet requirememtismight be viewed as successful
when only exceeding time and/or budget. Projedtirfaican be ranked on a scale
ranging from not delivering required functionaliéo complete failure in which
almost all efforts and money is wasted. Often prgjeare evaluated based on the
delivered functionalities, budget used and timedusefinish the project. In this paper
we take another perspective by adopting the usawr.virhe basic idea is that user
adoption determines the success or failure of ppto

Project failure has been extensively studied in [€djects (Daniels & LaMarsh,
2007; Lu, Liu, & Ye, 2010; Pinto & Mantel, 1990; ¥e2002). There are several
categories of project failure, including peoplepqass, product and technology
(McConnell, 1996). Nelson (2007) uses this catemion to list classical project
management mistakeBactors like complexity, uncertainty, scope cregpposing
stakeholders requirements, lack of top-managemeppcst and resistance are
frequently mentioned in the literature as projediufe factors. In this paper we will
study factors influencing the adoption by users.

The user perspective is often taken when discussiagadoption of technology.
Well established theories such as the technologgmance model (TAM) (Davis,
1989) diffusion of innovation (Rogers, 2003) andfied theory of acceptance and
use of technology (UTAUT) (Venkatesh, Morris, Dav& Davis, 2003) provides
factors influencing user adoption. UTAUT aims tgqkn user intentions to use a
system and subsequent usage behavior. Performapeetancy, effort expectancy,
social influence, and facilitating conditions afigedt determinants of usage intention
and behavior. Important facilitating adoption facaoe investment, support and social
relationships (Venkatesh, et al., 2003). More dmeadoption theories argue for the
need to take into account the context and speciieditions (Orlikowski, 2000).
These models look at the adoption of technology sysiems once they are in place.
In contrast to this literature we will analyze farst that influence adoption during a
project.

We investigated a transformation project runningro& years and which did not
gain high levels of user acceptance. Based onvieigs we gained in-depth
knowledge of the factors influencing the adoptigrukers. This paper is structured as
follows. In the next section the research methoglplis presented followed by the
case study description in section 3. From the cas#y we derive factors affecting
the adoption which are discussed in section 4. Ehisllowed by a discussion and
overview of the factors. Finally we will draw cooslons and provide
recommendations for further research.



2 Research approach

Transformation is expected to have an enduring bBomd)-term impact and
influence organizational and technical aspects.n§fmamation differs from ICT
project failures and private sectors projects. Ga{#007) found that in public
administration much more complex project commigsignand development is
necessary due to political and organizational etémeAs such in-depth insight is
necessary to understand the factors. Due to th@leamature and the need to gain a
deep understanding of the factors influencing wskption, a qualitative approach
based on case study research was adopted foefigianch (Yin, 2009).

The case study was selected as it concerned a tlamggformation project in the
Dutch government. A large amount of information aegorts was available over the
past which helped to understand the project histdfg conducted a search on the
Internet and search two major Dutch ICT-magazingsis helped to create a
retrospective picture of the transformation prajeEhis picture provided us the
content and the scope of the project. In additiofirsd list of important adoption
factors were derived.

Our next analyses used project failure and adoptimhdiffusion factors as a basis.
Both literature as well as the first list of factowere used to derived an interview
protocol. The interview protocol should ensure tihgt relevant elements were taken
into account. The interview protocol contain fastdike stakeholders, processes,
information sharing, technology, performance expecy, effort expectancy, social
influence, and facilitating conditions investmesupport and social relationships.

In the next step fifteen semi-structured intervievese carried out over the course
of a three months period (Janssen et al., 201®lidRu available documents were
systematically analyzed. Such a perspective allougetb understand the forces and
factors influencing user adoption as well as how pihocess of change took place.
The fifteen interviewees included project managessftware developers, user
associations and various types of users. Reprdbestdrom both small and medium-
sized enterprise (SME) and large user organizatieere interviewed. This allowed
us to understand the diversity of users. All iniens lasted between one hour and an
hour and half. Most interviews were conducted by tesearchers comparing results
afterwards; some interviews were conducted by omerviewer. Transcripts of the
interviews were made and all interviews were githenresulting report.

3 Casestudy description

The introduction of the international Extensible sBiess Reporting Language
(XBRL) standard in the Netherlands was set outraadform the process of legally
required financial reporting by companies. Whergashe past a large number of
documents should be submitted on paper, the vibiehind this transformation
project was that reports required by governmentdcba submitted as a single report
by making use of the XBRL format. XBRL was origilyalieveloped as a XML-based
standard for external financial reporting. Nowadalss also used for internal
financial and non-financial reporting which makepassible to use this for a broader



range of reporting functions including the repagtiof statistical, tax, and inspection
data.

In the old situation business had to report alldkinof report to various
governmental organizations who acted relativelyepehdently. They all posed their
own reporting standards and requirements on thepaaies. Figure 1 gives an
overview of the desired situation in which repaate based on a shared taxonomy
and submitted over a common gateway. Instead afalernment agencies defining
their own requirements for these financial repodstaxonomy was created to
harmonize definitions used by the Dutch governmientthe financial domain.
Furthermore, a common process infrastructure isudgvelopment to be used for
submitting all financial reports. Although the XBR&tandard can be used for
financial reporting across many sectors, the ctperject set-up includes only a few
reports; tax reporting to the Inland Revenue Ser{iRS), the submission of financial
year reports to the Chambers of Commerce and thmisgsion of data to the national
bureau for statistics (CBS) (Bharosa et al., 20IB)e process infrastructure
developed to facilitate data exchange consists ofified gateway for transferring
bulk data to various government. For the delivefyfinancial information the
companies report financial and other informatiorth® government and are thad-
users Companies use often software or Software-as-ak®e(SaaS) solutions to
submit their information to the government. Furthere, most businesses us
financial intermediaries for preparing and auditofgheir reports. Software provides
and financial intermediaries also use the gatewmalyase namedsers

As generating financial reports will be done usamgopen standard, organizations
are able to innovate and new applications may eenasgwell as new organizations
developing new services. This likely results imansformation of the situation in the
traditional value chains will be changed. Espeyidllis expected that the role of
financial intermediaries will change. Another exdengf this is that banks might also
receive the information in the future using XBRLle€Sfigure), although this probably
will be done using a different infrastructure amd@mpanying gateway.
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Figure 1. The scope and the main actors involved in thbitcture

The project was aimed at contributing to the cémfoaernment agenda to achieve
a decrease of the administrative burden of busésesds 2007, the central government
estimated that around 350 million euro’s worth dfrénistrative tasks of businesses
could be cut and around a million tax filings usKBRL could be achieved yearly by
2008. Also it was expected that in 2007 the firstsion of the process infrastructure
developed for exchanging data based on XBRL woeldgady. However, it was not
expected that an authentication mechanisms neealebdetdeveloped. In 2009,
however, it appeared that none of the above merdigmals were met or will be met
within a short time frame. Users and end-users rmiitl adopt the system yet.
Generally, businesses and government agencies ttainthey were not yet ready for
implementing the XBRL standard and for submittihgit reports. They often stated
that they were waiting for the central governmentriake decisions before they will
invest. A set of factors affected the adoption lsgra and end-users which will be
discussed next.

4 Factors affecting adoption

Based on our understanding of the literature andatialysis of the case study we
identified the following factors which contributed the slow adoption of the
transformation project. We clustered the factorainumber of categories to make
them more manageable and as they depict towariisilarscauses of slow adoption.
The factors are related to and dependent on e&eln abd not mutually exclusive.



4.1 Amount and diversity of stakeholders

In the project a large number of stakeholders vievelved, who had their own

interests and concerrBirst of all, the public organizations that recethe reporting
have a variety of interest and requirements. Smpllelic organizations can gain less
benefits, whereas large organization can gain nefigiency gains. Requirements
differ from yearly to more frequent reporting. Cretreceiving side also banks are
involved as they potentially can receive informatioom companies in the XBRL
format. Although Banks are interested in differgribrmation, they share the concern
of having high information quality.

Financial intermediaries, mainly comprising accaumts, are a crucial stakeholder
group. This stakeholder group is quite diversethase are a few large international
accountancies and many smaller companies operatiadly. In the old information
they often collected and aggregated informatiomfi business, whereas in the new
situation report can be directly created from théorimation systems. They are
affected as they can be bypassed easily by autogndtie process and there
traditional revenue model is challenged. As they afraid that the landscape might
diminish their revenue model, they have no sensargéncy to collaborate. On the
other hand using XBRL can make the work of accautstenore efficient as they need
to carry out fewer tasks and create fewer repdrtere are some smaller and
innovative intermediaries that see this as a soafampetitive advantage and are
interested in adoption.

The software companies developing (financial) saftw for businesses and
intermediaries supporting XBRL data form anoth@ksholder group. They have to
invest in the technology and integrate it in thesftware to ensure easy adoption by
businesses. As all software vendors can do they Hee it hardly as a means for
gaining competitive advantage and therefore wantitomize their adoption costs.

Business that are obliged to report their finansitdation to the government are
the actual end-users who need to provide theirrinétion to the government to
comply with the law. These business constitute miegdions covering all kind of
industries and sectors and having different si&mwall and Medium Enterprises
(SMEs) are often not aware of XBRL and are notrggted as they are primarily
users of software, but are not interested how itkaioThey have no time and no
interest to understand the benefits of the transddion. They completely rely on their
software providers and financial intermediariesadiopt. Large organization can have
often different reporting obligations and are awairthe need to adopt. They have the
capabilities and expertise and often view a lotadfantages. In order to make
advantage of this development they have to ad@t $lgstems and processes.

Striking is that most of the end-users are ofteh aware of the project, its
technologies and its potential impact. They areeddpnt on financial intermediaries
and software providers to innovate. The latter Haavally any interest to change the
status quo, as they are afraid that they have t@rie investments, but that they will
not directly benefit from it. Although there areceptions.



4.2 Organic approach

In the project a large number of stakeholders cgnfiom both the public as
private sector were involved. The project was at@d at the ministerial level and a
large-scale approach was taken involving as maalebblders as possible. One
reason for this large-scale involvement was to ensammitment of all organizations
and that all possible requirements would be idietifand voices were heard. By
involving all stakeholders, the idea is that lessistance would be created and the
transformation would become more easily. What hapdewas the contrary. By
involving a large number of various players thegress was delayed, there were
struggles concerning the requirements and instdadecoming supporters of the
project the resistance grew. Whereas there werpostgrs at the start users got
disillusioned by the limited progress. The direttible results took a long time to
realize. Over time the disadvantages and risks wawee and more discussed and
emphasized rather than the possible benefits.

The involvement of a large and diverse set of dtakders requires that an
incremental and piecemeal approach is taken. Tbhpgiris developed organically
and influenced by the many stakeholders pushingpmachoting certain issues. The
initial project focus was not on developing and mgka system work but on
identifying all possible conflicting views. Conseapily, the project grew of its own
accord and all kinds of opinions were presented emimunicated. Stakeholders
were pursuing other directions and ventilate tbpinions in online discussion groups
and newspapers undermining the project credibbtye reason for doing this is that
their core value are affected, see below).

Due to the complexity and the many stakeholderstithe horizon of the project
was extended and the initial IT was caught up by mechnologies. The project
chased the new technology, whereas the old tecgyaelas not under control yet and
became legacy. Their hope was that the new techpolmuld solve the problem.
Instead of solving the problem it was unproven amdn created more delay. The
focus remained on innovation instead of on impletawon and ensuring for a stable
and sustainable platform.

Overall, an organic and piecemeal growth resultechuddling through, delaying
and frustrating the project instead of realizing thtention of ensuring commitment
and overcoming resistance

4.3 Technology and law areintertwined

The project under study shows a dependency betvi@enand technology
development. During the project the questions waised if electronic reporting is
allowed by laws and about the degree to which tliesacial reports created have
sufficient quality to comply with the law. The comfity with law was contested
several time resulting in delay. A tension is wileetllechnology innovation is
necessary before law can be changed or if law néedse changed before a
technology innovation can materialize.



In the project a main question was when legislatibout reporting using XBRL-
based technology would be introduced. Several \igeees indicated that they
would be reluctant to adopt new technology withawufear obligation determined by
law. In the case study it was chosen to developtavgpy and other facilities first.
Only after the infrastructure was in place it waxided to make a change in law
which state that in 2013 the use of XBRL will bdigeéd. This approach resulted in a
project delay as the development and change inlasvdone in sequential instead in
parallel. Having no change of law resulted in utaiaty in whether or not XBRL
would be adopted. This in turn resulted in in atwand see attitude of many
stakeholders. Only after a law was introduced regiethat XBRL would be mandatory
by government the stakeholder gained a sense ehaygo be ready for the adoption.

The intertwinement of law and technology, makesnitlear what should be done
first, a change in law or the development of a wagknfrastructure. Not having both
in place resulted in the not making of any critidatisions by many stakeholders and
resulted in ambiguity and expectations that codtibe met. Ideally both should be
done in parallel, however, there was a deadlodkeérproject. The project technology
development was waiting for a change in law, whereachange of law was waiting
for the technology innovation to be ready. Resgltma kind of catch-22 situation.

4.4 Scope creep and ambition level

The many changes during the project resulted iredainties by the stakeholders
about the direction of the project, what it willlider and how it will help them. The
scope and size of the project changed several ti@t@snges in the scope influenced
the business case for adopters. This influenceawas strengthened by the unrealistic
ambition level. The project was announced as piogid solution for companies that
would enable companies to provide all required rimiation by the government by
pressing a single button. The other activities Bdezlich as collecting and processing
information by companies were not mentioned. Thissed resistance as expectations
were not met. Furthermore, instead of making thstesy work within one area
(financial reporting) the project focussed on berddg the scope and involving more
companies coming from other sectors. The projéad o involve the banking sectors
as these were also interested in the financial rtiygo Instead of lowering the
resistance and gaining of acceptance, this resiritedw requirements on the system
and companies providing the information. Ultimatéhis scope creep resulted in
more delay and resistance.

New opportunities arise through standardizationfiofncial reporting and the
implementation of a common gateway. When more aratenbusinesses and
government organizations start using XBRL for theformation exchange processes
business models and processes are likely to changs.is likely to result in new
opportunities. For example, in the future it wills@a be possible to report non-
financial data using XBRL, such as data on insugarr inventory systems, and to
allow for process integration crossing boundariemdividual companies. This will
results in benefits in other areas than initiatkkpected. The awareness of these new
opportunities resulted a scope creep.



Possible users were lured in with a very promidinginess case and they make
often the initial arrangement to adopt. After saimge it was clear that new elements
were added and there was no working system thgtdbeld adopt. In order to adopt
the system they would need to change their prosesmse systems again requiring the
making of adoption investments another time. Du¢ht® uncertainty of continuity
and a lack of a working system, most users woutd@pnot adopting and wait for a
full swing version to arrive. As a result the erglasm of the initial early adopters
was lost.

Some development problems were tacked by adding elements to solve the
initial problems. Although this might solve the waalt problem, it also results in
additional complexities that need to be managediaindduces new risks. The way
these risks were handled was the same way asskewiere created, by adding new
elements, which again added to the complexitiess Tontinues till the complexity
reaches a level that it cannot be managed anymore.

Overall, the scope creep resulted in an increasetplexity, further delay, and a
blurred picture concerning the ambition level. Thigluenced the adoption of
stakeholders, as the initial enthusiasms of mottetarly-adopters was lost.

4.5 Continuous changes and uncertainty

In the project there were continuous changes iagulin uncertainties about
outcomes and a focus on dealing with incidentsliReg process transformation is
time consuming and requires a clear vision. Onerigwee expressed the project
volatilely as ‘1 was lost in the landscape, one day it seemecktpdsfectly all right,
the next day the landscape look diffeferfthe many uncertainties and incident
management are expressed by the many news iteiseha published in magazines
during the project. These news items found in thagamines was a way for
stakeholders to express their opinions. This oftetuded a lot of criticism on the
project. The news items influenced not only thedion of the project, but had also a
negative effect on the adoption by users.

During the project, new applications of the teclogyl were found which could
contribute to the further reducing of administratiburden. Initially these kinds of
features were added and included. After a whileetlveas awareness that this would
not progress the project. A clear scope was defineghsure that part of the system
could be developed, however, this scope would résuhe need for users to have
multiple processes as the system would not haveeeltied functionality to deal with
all processes. Finalizing one component does notribote to creating value as all
components are necessary to make it work. The patefficiency gains, however,
are tightly intertwined with the implementationtbe complete process infrastructure.
“XBRL as such does not realize a decrease of timeiridtrative burden, as it is about
the way in which it is applied’ln conclusion, there is a continuous tension betwee
expanding the project or limiting the functionadii The first would result in a delay,
whereas the second would result in less benefith®users.

An factor contributing to the delay was the combipraof innovation and system
development. The innovation about how the new gtftecture would look like was



never completed. Instead when new developments tacithologies entered the
project, they tried to include them in the systeavadlopment. The mixing up of
system innovation and system development resultedniclear goals, uncertainty
about what would be delivered and negatively infigdl adoption decisions. One
interview concluded thatttie changes contribute to less adoptiordue to the many
changes the project will be in the news again tsglin yet another uncertainty to
adopt.

During the project there was the uncertainty alibat control and maintenance
once the project would be finished. The projectcemned the development of a new
system, but no budget was reserved for maintaittiegsystem. Stakeholders were
reluctant to adopt as there was no certainty alt®ubntinuity. Users would have to
change their processes and systems at the risloticatthe project ended they could
not use the system anymore. Only at a later staggterm sustainability was created
by involving the control and maintenance organ@aai of the government, who
would ensure control and maintenance to keep tstesywork.

Finally, due to the long-time of the project keygmnel moved away and with
them the knowledge they possessed. This blockezharational learning as new staff
needs first to understand what is going on. Fumtioge organization memory
disappeared resulting in the making of the sanieréaseveral times.

4.6 Technology isleading instead of the business case

The project was launched with the promise thainddirmation could be delivered
by pressing one button without bringing to the raften the need to have suitable
software and other facilities. The presentatiothef simple business case resulted in
exaggerated and unrealistic expectation.

Although the project impacts the way information rieported and needed
considerable transformation from both business eodhpanies, the project was
primarily viewed as a technology project. The tfanmation process was only given
limited attention. Instead the collaboration witifterare developers and vendors was
given a lot of attention which reinforced the focam technology aspects. By
focussing on these types of stakeholders mosttattewas given to the technology,
instead of on realizing the business case andicgealue for the users.

Another reason for focussing on the technology wes immaturity of the
technology at the start of the project. It was patven that the technology could
realize the intended solution. The focus was oningathe technology work instead
of on the reduction of the administrative burdemdompanies.

Due to the scope creep there was a shift in thectexh of the administrative
burden. Initially the anticipated reduction of tehdministrative burden due to the
technology innovation was higher, however, due he simplification of the
requirements on reporting the benefits that coeldi&ned were lower. This impacted
the business case, however, no new business casenade. Users more and more
expected that efficiency gains could not be acc@hptl on their side. Nevertheless
they were willing to collaborate if this would rdisin efficiency gains on the
government side. Large-scale standardized taxgfitin be used to accomplish large



efficiency gains for the Dutch tax organization.wéwer, also the tax organization
claimed that their investments are higher thanrthgains. They argued that they
switched to digital tax filing for businesses atigan 2005, based on a different data
standard. Only switching to another standard (XBRIL) not result a large efficiency
gain. As such the whole business case that was fieadeoth companies and the
government was challenged and no new business wasemade. The project
concentrated on the technology instead of makimgslystem work. In short, there
was a focus on the technology instead on usersransformation.

4.7 Violating Core values

The impact of the transformation goes beyond a Isimgyganization. Some
organizations might see that there existing busimasdels are violated and there
profit margin might vaporize. The changes affea fandamental core values of
organization. In the case study some accountaatederunning out of business when
financial reporting can be done in a standardized digitized manner. They make
their money by entering data and checking if theada correct, which will be an
automated task by introducing XBRL. The compangads that their revenue model
will change and fundamental changes in their valdeéing roles and processes are
necessary. Like in other industries, for examplgrigon, the role of intermediaries
will change due to the ability to directly connagsing lower transaction costs.
Traditional roles vanish due to increased directt@ct and new roles become into
place. As there is uncertainty about the new raled services and no clear vision
how the new business model of financial interméégwould look like, they often
preferred the status quo and would avoid adoptime interviewee commenteth®é
project was not able to communicate the visiort reinained vague’As financial
intermediaries play a pivotal role in the adoptimmpanies often did not adopt.

This problem is further complicated as this is ofteot part of the rationality in
which communication is done. Instead of clarifyittge problem and starting the
discussion about the changes and new possible thkeghanging business model of
financial intermediaries was not addressed. Thisalme visible in resistance and
other motivations for not adopting. It was only fouafterwards that violating of core
values was a root cause of the resistance.

A factor contributing to his is how the financiatérmediaries are represented. The
interactions with user groups and intermediaries Miaited, ‘users were not
sufficiently involved in the project managenieiithis also resulted in the focus on
the technology instead on the business case. lergment initiated projects a high
level of involvement and participation of stakelelis a common approach. The
case show high level of participation of organizasi defending their own stakes and
hardly any involvement of the users who should gagbenefits of the reduction of
the administrative burden. The political influenise substantial. The government
defines the problem of the users, whereas essasjigcts such as violating the core
values are neglected. The user problem is defingtout involving users and
knowing the real problems. This is one of the reasahy some stakeholders used
magazines and other outlet to express their coaaard interests.



4.8 Project governance

Governance is necessary to steer the project inighedirections. The principal is
in charge of major decisions, should have a clésiow which serves as a guideline
for directing progress. Project commissioning ig throcess of assuring that all
systems and components will be developed, testpérated, and maintained
according to the desired requirements of the owndinal client. Various Ministries
were involved in the project and commissioned tlegget by providing funding.

In the project the principals lacked expertise had no shared vision. the system
development was outsourced to external parties.tiplell sourcing parties were
involved as the management and the software dewelp{s was separated and the
project team was made up of individuals from vasi@xternal organizations. Some
public servants were added to the project team nteure the specification of
requirements and gaining the necessary input. Ganee was based on high-level
agreements (meeting deadline and staying in budget) there were limited
possibilities to know what is really going on anflat/the crucial decisions were that
should be taken. In several cases the board wa$sat/in crucial decisions making,
but sometimes in a stage that was too late, e&ebblders were already complaining
or stepped out. If the board was involved in theislen-making there was no
feedback mechanisms to understand and evaluaténtpact of their decisions.
Furthermore users and user associations were handived which resulted that the
governance was often not aware of early-warningcatdrs and other small signals
and were only confronted with this once it hits ttesvs. Hence they were not able to
take any actions on this.

5 Discussion

The analyses of the case study shows a large nuaifactors which are often
interrelated and affect the adoption decision. Séantors resulted in a project delay
which ultimately influenced the decision whether adopt by users. From the
interviews it appeared that there is no dominafagfor, but that the multitude of
factors contributed to the slow adoption. One Wwitavee summarized thigt“is the
interplay between events that resulted in our decido postpone adoptidn The
interviewee was referring to a combination of thetérs that are summarized for each
of the categories in table 1.



Table 1. Overview of categories and factors influencing aaop(continued on next page)

Categories

Factor s affecting adoption

. Amount and diversity of
stakeholders

Different and opposing interests of stakeholders
Homogenous approach to a diverse group

Lack of interest in XBRL by users

End-users are not aware of the impact

No sense of urgency

Organic approach

Involvement of large number of players

Shifting requirements

Delay resulted in disillusionment of stakeholders
Emphasize on disadvantages and risks instead efitsen
Stakeholders expressing their concerns publicly
Focus on satisfying all stakeholder instead of Bnguor
a stable and sustainable platform

. Technology and law are
intertwined

Law blocks system development and adoption
Lack of a system creates no urgency to changeathe |

Scope creep and
ambition level

Scope and size of the project changed several times
Extending to other domains without ensuring thatdtks
within the initial domain

New opportunities arise during the project

Users had to adopt their processes and systemplault
times

Problems were solved by expanding and extending thg
project

h

Continuous changes an
uncertainty

Negative publicity

Broadening and narrowing functionalities
Intertwinement of system development and innovation
Continuity is not covered

Move away of key staff (knowledge retention)

. Technology is leading
instead of the business
case

Exaggerated expectations

No attention for transformation

Focus on software development and software vendors
Immature technology

Reduction of functionality resulting in less berefit

. Violating core values

No insight in changes of the business models akuse
No transparency of changes required for adoption
Lack of vision

Insufficient contact with users

Project governance

Inability to fulfill the project commissioner roley the
government

Lack of knowledge of technology and practice to
proactively steer the project

Lack of leadership

No insight in users’ needs and requirements
Management by focussing on deadlines and budget

No clear governance structure




The lack of adoption or delay in adoption is causgda mix of technical,
organizational and politicalomplexity in combination with too high ambitiorvéds
and neglecting existing realities. During the pcbjéne transformation purposes were
lost, the focus was shifted from transformation dode a focus on technology in
which users were hardly given any attention. Sofri@ user who were prepared to
be early adopters were disappointed by the limgezhress and the many changes
during the project. The many changes made it diffifor them to prepare their
organization. Furthermore due to changes the initigestment in adopting their
systems to submit XBRL-based reporting did not pdfyand they had to make
another investment. Having a working system andralesion on how further releases
would look like and how continuity can be guaradteee key factors that should be
met before users will adopt.

The initiation of the project was based on a viewtle desired situation which
proved to be more complicated. During the projestisions could not be made based
on a sound business case. Despite the many chadhgelsusiness case was not
updated and could not be used as a basis for tidingudecisions. The many
complexities and uncertainties resulted in a famusnanaging incidents in which the
focus on the user is lost. Scope creep, negatives,nehanges, unclear vision and
other factors had a devastating effect on the emqioject. Users who initially had
high expectations became disappointed. For useptadoa reliable and working
system should be available as a number of orgamimdtchanges are necessary and
stakeholders have to agree on the necessity ofcttdaage. Furthermore continuity
should be guaranteed. If users expect a short girdietime, they will not be
prepared to make any decisions favouring the adopfrhe initiating stakeholders
did not realize that system adoption would requaresubstantial transformation
process. Much of the attention was focussed on mgatkie project work, instead of
on the user adoption.

7 Conclusions and further research

A main objective of transformational (t-governmerg)to realize public sector
reform. Large transformation projects will likelgif due to the multiple complexities,
uncertainties and amounts of stakeholders that teebd dealt with at the same time.
To understand the impact on user adoption we aedlya large transformation
project. We identified 8 categories containing 38térs affecting the adoption by
users. The combination of factors resulted in retglg the user. This had a
devastating effect on the entire project, resulfimglelays and disappointed users.
The user should be carefully managed in such piojes adoption is necessary for
making the transformation work.

When comparing the factors influencing adoptiorhvtoject management failure
factors (e.g. Daniels & LaMarsh, 2007; Lu, et 2D10; Pinto & Mantel, 1990; Yeo,
2002) it shows similarities and differences. Fazldee lack of leadership and vision,
insufficient contact and so on are well-known i fbroject management literature
contributing to project failure, whereas delayenmiinement of law and technology,



continuity after the project and violating coreualis hardly found in this literature.
These might be typical for user adoption in largensformation projects. We
recommend to compare project management failur@rfa@nd adoption factors in
further research, as combining both streams catmibate to more insight.

After our research ended the project continued wnashy of these factors are
addressed in the next stage of this project. Basdtie analysis a plan has been made
to progress the project and ensure adoption byiskees. We recommend to analyze
the actions taken and the effect of user adoptiofiuither research, as effective
actions can serve as a guidance for other projéhts.might result in a list of success
factors that can improve user adoption, which aatelted in further research.
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