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Sammanfattning 

Introduktion – Ekonomistyrning innefattar färdigställandet och användandet av finansiell 
information och det hjälper företagsledare i sitt beslutsfattande. När det sätts i bruk bland 
människor har det ett dubbelriktat förhållande där systemet och människorna påverkar var-
andra. När man ser det så är det inte förvånande att många försök att byta styrsystem miss-
lyckas. För att kunna förstå varför en del försök att byta system lyckas och andra misslyckas 
är det viktigt att veta var motstånd mot förändringar kommer ifrån och hur motståndet 
verkar. De flesta modeller som behandlar byte av ekonomistyrningssystem tar inte hänsyn 
till motståndet som finns och de som gör det underskattar dess betydelse. En forskare som 
går längre än så är Kasurinen. Han har utvecklat en modell i vilken han delar upp barriärer-
na mot förändring i tre kategorier för att öka förståelsen för dem. Modellen har dock än så 
länge bara blivit testad i ett sammanhang med ett balanserat styrkort. För att se om model-
len är applicerbar även i andra sammanhang ska författarna testa den i ett annat fall.  

Metod – Den här studien är genomförd med ett kvalitativt tillvägagångssätt. För att upp-
fylla syftet har en fallstudie genomförts i det svenska Alpha (fingerat namn), som under den 
senaste tiden har bytt sitt ekonomistyrsystem. Intervjuerna tog plats på företagets huvud-
kontor och de hade en semistrukturerad natur. Allt som allt har fem personer blivit inter-
vjuade. 

Teoriram – Både interna och externa faktorer kan framdriva en förändring. I modellen är 
de drivande faktorerna uppdelade i motivators, catalysts och facilities baserat på dess natur och 
timingen på deras influens. Modellen belyser även ledarnas roll i förändringen och även vad 
som kallas momentum of change, nämligen förväntningen att förändringen ska fortlöpa konti-
nuerligt. Sedan så finns det barriärer mot förändring, vilka är faktorer som hindrar, fördrö-
jer och avstyr förändringen. Dessa är indelade i confusers, frustrators och delayers för att öka 
förståelsen för dem.  

Slutsats – Den här fallstudien ger stöd åt Kasurinens model då bevis från alla tre kategori-
er av barriärer; confusers, frustrators och delayers hittades. De tog även samma form som Kas-
urinen skriver att de tar och hade samma ursprung. Vad författarna anser saknas i Kasuri-
nens model är att ”oväntade faktorer” ignoreras. I Alphas fall tog dessa oväntade faktorer 
sig uttryck i form av en börsnotering som inträffade samtidigt som förändringen och som 
tog samma resurser i anspråk. 
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Abstract 

Introduction - Management accounting is contained by the preparation and use of finan-
cial information and it aids managers in their decision-making. Put into a human context it 
is a two-way relationship where the accounting system and the people within the company 
influence each other. Seen to this it is not surprising that many attempts to change the 
management accounting system in a company fail. In order to understand why some im-
plementations succeed and some fail it is important to know how the resistance to those 
changes works and where it comes from. Most models that deal with management account-
ing change are excluding this resistance and most of those that recognizes it, tends to give 
it too little thought. One researcher that has gone further is Kasurinen. He has developed a 
model in which he has divided these barriers to change into three categories, in order to 
understand them better. This model has however only been tested in a balanced scorecard 
context so far. In order to see if this model is applicable on other types of management ac-
counting change the authors will test it in a different context. 

Method - This study has been conducted with a qualitative approach. In order to fulfil the 
purpose a case-study has been carried out in the Swedish company Alpha (which is an as-
sumed name), which lately has been undergoing a management accounting change. The in-
terviews were carried out at Alpha’s head-office and they were of a semi-structured nature. 
All in all five people were interviewed. 

Frame of reference – Both internal and external factors can be the driving forces of 
change. Firstly, in Kasurinen’s model, the driving factors are divided into motivators, cata-
lysts and facilities depending on the nature and timing of their influence on change. The 
model also acknowledges the leaders’ role in the change and also what is called the momen-
tum of change, which is the expectation that the change will proceed continuously. Then 
there are the barriers to change, which are factors that hinder, delay and prevent change. 
Those are divided into confusers, frustrators and delayers in order to understand them bet-
ter.  

Conclusion – This case-study support Kasurinen’s model in that evidence from all three 
categories of barriers; confusers, frustrators and delayers were found. They also took the 
same form as Kasurinen writes they take and had the similar roots. What the authors feel is 
missing in the model is the fact that “unexpected factors” is ignored. In this case those 
took the form of an IPO that took place at the same time as the implementation and which 
required the same resources as the change project. 

 



 

 i 

Acknowledgements 

We would like to thank everyone who has helped us to conduct this research. Especially 
the person (you know who you are) who has helped us  with the arrangement of the in-
terviews has earned a big thank yo. Your help has been invaluable. Off course we would 
also like to thank all the respondants for giving us the opportunity to interview them. 
Furthermore we want to thank our tutor Jan Greve for all the guidance along the way. 
At last we want to thank the students which at our seminars supported us and gave us 
feedback. 

 



 

 ii 

Table of content 

1 Introduction............................................................................ 1 
1.1 Background ................................................................................... 1 
1.2 Problem discussion ....................................................................... 2 
1.3 Research question ........................................................................ 3 
1.4 Purpose......................................................................................... 3 
1.5 Limitation....................................................................................... 3 
1.6 Disposition of the thesis ................................................................ 3 

2 Method.................................................................................... 5 
2.1 Relating theory with empirical findings .......................................... 5 
2.2 Choice of methodology.................................................................. 6 
2.3 Case Studies................................................................................. 6 

2.3.1 Alpha .................................................................................. 8 
2.4 Interviews ...................................................................................... 8 

2.4.1 Interview Guide................................................................. 10 
2.5 Trustworthiness........................................................................... 10 

3 Frame of reference .............................................................. 12 
3.1 Accounting change model ........................................................... 12 
3.2 Kasurinen’s change model .......................................................... 13 
3.3 Confusers.................................................................................... 14 
3.4 Frustrators................................................................................... 17 
3.5 Delayers ...................................................................................... 20 
3.6 Summary of barriers.................................................................... 20 

4 Empirical findings ............................................................... 23 
4.1 Background ................................................................................. 23 
4.2 Implementation process .............................................................. 24 
4.3 Barriers to change....................................................................... 26 
4.4 Concluding thoughts.................................................................... 29 

5 Analysis................................................................................ 33 
5.1 Advancing forces of change ........................................................ 33 
5.2 Confusers.................................................................................... 34 
5.3 Frustrators................................................................................... 36 
5.4 Delayers ...................................................................................... 38 

6 Conclusions ......................................................................... 39 

7 Final discussion .................................................................. 42 

References................................................................................. 43 



 

 iii

Figures 
Figure 1 Accounting change model (Cobb et al., 1995, p.173) .................... 12 
Figure 2 Revised accounting change model (Kasurinen, 2002, p.338) ........ 14 
Figure 3 Summary of the advancing forces of change ................................. 33 
Figure 4 Revised accounting change model - Alpha .................................... 41 

 

Appendixes 
Appendix 1 ................................................................................................... 45 
Appendix 2 ................................................................................................... 46 
Appendix 3 ................................................................................................... 47 
Appendix 4 ................................................................................................... 49 



 Introduction 

 1 

1 Introduction 

After giving the reader an introduction to the field of interest the authors will discuss what they feel is miss-
ing in the field. This will create a better understanding of the research question and purpose of the study, 
which are discussed next. In the end there will also be stated which limitations there are in the thesis and the 
disposition of the thesis will be presented.  

1.1 Background 

Management accounting is defined as  

“the preparation and use of financial information to support management decisions” (the 
Ultimate Business Dictionary, 2003, p.193).  

It can be seen as a tool for better decision-making (Hassan, 2005). Managers rely on it 
when they run an organization’s business and it helps companies to maintain their internal 
control (Hilton, 1994).  

In line with what is mentioned above, management accounting involves identifying and 
measuring of different information. What is also important, management accounting is a 
process. As different management account systems are put into action in human contexts 
they will influence the humans and the systems will in their turn be influenced by the hu-
mans. It is a two-way relationship where the accounting system and the people within the 
organization influence each other (Arnold & Turley, 1996). 

Management accounting is not a static process. As companies develop over time, so must 
their management accounting system. There is evidence that the practice of management 
accounting has changed during the last decades. New techniques have been developed and 
gradually been implemented by companies (Sulaiman & Mitchell, 2005). While off course 
there are many cases were a change of management accounting systems have been imple-
mented successfully there are many cases were the implementation process have met a sig-
nificant amount of resistance and in some cases the intended change has failed (i.e. Malmi, 
1997, Scapens & Roberts, 1993, Vaivio, 1999). 

Many of the researches on implementation failures and successes focus on the factors 
which have led to a success implementation. For example Shields (1995) found evidence in 
his research on 143 companies that the success rate was correlated with top management 
support, link to competitive strategies, performance evaluation and reward, training, non-
accounting ownership and adequate resources. Anderson (1995) in his turn found 21 dif-
ferent factors which influenced the outcome of the implementation of a management ac-
counting system in General Motors. The downside with this type of research is however 
that the number of possible success or failure factors seems to be infinite. Although they 
may contribute to the theory of resistance to change there is a need of complementing re-
search that studies the sources of resistance (Malmi, 1997). In order to understand the 
change process it is not enough to enumerate an endless number of factors that lead to 
success or failure. You must try to understand where the resistance derives from and what 
it is that characterizes it. All companies and organizations are unique and so will their 
change processes be. It is therefore not sure that what is successful in one company will be 
successful in another company. What however might be similar in all companies are the 
types of resistance and the causes behind it.  
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1.2 Problem discussion 

That some change implementations meet resistance and at some times even fail is not 
strange, since as with most processes that involve people some implications are bound to 
occur. As long as everything stays as it is used to be things go smooth, but when the way of 
doing things change people tend to be reluctant. There are quite a wide range of literature 
which deals with management accounting and management accounting change. What the 
authors believe most theories have in common is however that they most of times only 
scratch the surface of the change process. When a research aims at explaining the whole 
change process, it tends to give the reader a general overview. It does not however offer 
any deeper understandings on how the different parts of the process work.  

Furthermore, a subject the authors feel is underrepresented in the literature is the resistance 
to those changes. The theories about resistance to change are not either included in the 
change models that exist. The models tend to recognize resistance, but they don’t specify 
what kind of resistance it is and what characterizes it. 

One researcher who has made an attempt to solve this problem is Kasurinen. He has de-
veloped a change model by Cobb, Helliar & Innes (1995) by dividing what was first one 
category of barriers into three categories (Kasurinen, 2002). By doing so he recognized that 
various types of resistance can be found in change implementations and that these types 
have different characteristics.  

Kasurinen (2002) takes the management accounting change model introduced by Cobb et 
al. one step further by arranging the barriers to change into three categories, based on the 
type of influence they have on the change process. He calls those three types of barriers 
confusers, frustrators and delayers. Evidence of those barriers was found in his case-study 
in a Finnish metal group during their implementation process of a balanced scorecard.  

The theoretical framework that Kasurinen (2002) uses is taken from several studies of re-
sistance to management accounting change. The three categories of barriers is based on 
Kasurinen’s empirical study and thereafter the resistance literature is placed under the cate-
gory that fits it best (2002). Since Kasurinen himself writes that all companies are different 
the authors feel that this categorization, based on his empirical study, needs to be tested 
further in order to see if the categorization is appropriate. By focusing on only the barriers 
and to a large extent excluding the advancing forces of change (which are described below) 
the authors believe they can give a more solid and deeper understanding of the barriers and 
how they work.  

The model is also only tested on a case where a balance scorecard was implemented. Are 
there any differences when a different type of management accounting change occurs? 
Change processes are often complex and they differ from case to case. As mentioned ear-
lier no two companies are ever the same and so the change processes in two companies will 
never be the same. However, every research contributes to the theory as they explore new 
factors that influence the change process or as they confirm what has previously been 
stated. Kasurinen (2002) himself writes that he would like to see the model tested in more 
case studies since influencing forces in change processes might differ from company to 
company. This model will most likely develop over time as it is tested in more and more 
cases. Kasurinen also writes that he would like to see the model tested in other change pro-
jects than the implementation of a balanced scorecard. Maybe the authors reach a different 
solution than Kasurinen?  
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A research like this can benefit companies that are about to implement a management ac-
counting change. An increased knowledge in what barriers they might have to overcome 
might help them to prepare the change implementation better. It is the authors’ opinion 
that normative step-by-step strategies on how to best implement a change is not of any 
particular use for companies, since all companies are unique. It can however be of impor-
tance to know the roots of resistance and identify its characteristics. The authors also be-
lieve that they can make a contribution to the theories of management accounting change 
and especially the resistance to those. Kasurinen’s model is at an early stage and will most 
likely develop as it becomes tested in other cases. Hopefully can this thesis to some degree 
contribute to the development of the model.  

1.3 Research question 

The authors will try Kasurinen’s change model on a different type of management account-
ing change in a new context. The focus of the research will be on the last part of the 
model, namely the barriers. 

1.4 Purpose 

The purpose of this thesis is to see if Kasurinen’s change model is applicable on another 
type of management accounting change (than the implementation of a balanced scorecard). 
This could either further strengthen Kasurinen’s model or reject it. By doing this the au-
thors also hope that they can increase the knowledge about the resistance to management 
accounting change.  

1.5 Limitation 

The authors will concentrate on the last stage of Kasurinen’s model, namely the barriers. 
The time limit is too short for a study of the whole change process. A research of that kind 
would at a minimum take at least one year, probably much longer than that, which is more 
time than there is. It is not possible, or at least not advisable, to study a process afterwards. 
A process constitutes personal experiences and interpretations which are hard to capture 
afterwards. You have to be there when it occurs.  

1.6 Disposition of the thesis 

In this section the authors will describe the different chapters in order to give the reader a 
brief overview of the thesis.  

Chapter 2 – Methodology: This chapter aims at describing how the authors have carried 
out the research. Some key terms are explained and there is a discussion around the choices 
that have been made. There is also a discussion around the trustworthiness of this study. 

Chapter 3 – Frame of reference: Here the theoretical framework will be presented. After 
having described Kasurinen’s change model and its predecessor a more detailed description 
of the different barriers will be given. At the end the barriers are summarized and discussed 
further. 

Chapter 4 – Empirical findings: In this chapter the results from the interviews are showed. 
In order to give it some structure the text is divided into four parts: background, imple-
mentation process, barriers to change and some concluding thoughts.  
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Chapter 5 – Analysis: Here the empirical findings are analyzed and compared to the theo-
retical framework. The focus will be on the barriers to change, but some effort is made to 
explain the whole change process as well in order to give the reader a better view of the 
whole picture. 

Chapter 6 – Conclusions: In this chapter the research question will be answered and hope-
fully the reader will know if Kasurinen’s change model is applicable on Alpha.  

Chapter 7 – Final discussion: In this last chapter the authors will share their experiences 
and give some suggestions for further research. 
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2 Method 

In this chapter there will be a discussion around methodology and it aims at describing for the readers what 
choices have been made and why. It will also be a discussion around the trustworthiness of the thesis. 

2.1 Relating theory with empirical findings 

When conducting a research, one of the main things is to relate theory to reality and from 
that draw conclusions. There are three main approaches to how a researcher can work with 
relating theory to empirical findings: induction, deduction and abduction. According to 
Thurén (2002), induction is built on empirical findings and the researcher can draw general 
conclusions from these findings. Deduction on the other hand is built on logic. Abduction 
can be seen as a combination of the first two and the researcher tries to formulate a hypo-
thetical pattern from the separate case and then tries this new theory on other cases (Patel 
& Davidson, 2003). 

The authors began their work with the thesis by searching for literature within the field 
they were interested in. As with most researches the path took a different direction at more 
than one time. At first the authors were interested in internal control and especially the 
newly issued Swedish Code of Corporate Governance. The authors were interested to see 
what effects the code had on the companies that had to implement it. This soon however 
had to be abandoned and the authors took interest in the theories of management account-
ing and especially management accounting change. They got the opinion that it was an in-
teresting field that currently is under development, at a higher degree than other fields that 
had been looked into. What most draw the authors’ attention were the change aspect of 
management accounting, and the difficulties of implementing it. As mentioned above the 
authors found Kasurinen’s model appropriate for their thesis, since it is relatively new and 
it has not been tested yet (besides in Kasurinen’s own study). The model will be tested on a 
different case and a deductive approach is therefore taken. That is to say, in a deductive 
approach you draw conclusions about single phenomenon based on general principles and 
existing theories (Patel & Davidson, 2003). 

As mentioned earlier, in a deductive approach you start from an existing theory in order to 
try this. The goal is to explain the reality (Artsberg, 2005). In line with this the authors will 
try to explain how various barriers to change work by using Kasurinen’s (2002) model as a 
starting point. By using this model as a base the authors get an advantage from using previ-
ous findings as a foundation. It helps them to decide how the information should be inter-
preted and how to relate the results to the theory (Patel & Davidson, 2003).  

The objectivity is said to be stronger with a deductive approach, since you start from an ex-
isting theory (Patel & Davidson, 2003). Although other researchers probably have different 
opinions the authors feel that it is true in their case. A change process is constituted mainly 
by human activities, which leaves much room for personal interpretations. By using Kasur-
inen’s (2002) categorization the authors have an advantage when they analyze the resistance 
factors in the case-study. This does not mean that they will get the same answers as Kasur-
inen. Only that it helps the authors to identify the barriers easier, as they know what distin-
guishes the different types according to Kasurinen. There is however a downside with this 
as well. If the authors get too bound to Kasurinen’s theory it might affect their research too 
much and prevent them from taking the theory further. Patel and Davidson (2003) write 
that there is a possibility that new observations will not be discovered because the existing 
theory will affect the researcher in way that he only looks at findings related to the theory 
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and overlooks other interesting findings (Patel & Davidson, 2003). This is important to 
keep in mind. One thing that speaks for the authors in this case is however that they use 
Kasurinen’s model mainly for the categorization of barriers. When it is examined how they 
actually have worked in this case his theory can not be used, as two different processes are 
studied. Here the authors have to rely on their own ability to draw objective conclusions. 

2.2 Choice of methodology 

There are many different views and traditions in the use of different methods to gather in-
formation. Starting from what kind of data that is needed to conduct the research, two dif-
ferent kinds of methods appear: qualitative and quantitative method. A quantitative ap-
proach is normally used when you want to gather data that you can quantify and measure in 
a scientific way. Through this kind of research it is possible to generate numerical data and 
from that draw general assumptions about a population. A quantitative method gives a 
broader picture than the qualitative method which is more focused on a deeper under-
standing. A qualitative approach is concerned with attitudes, values etcetera and is very de-
pendent on how the researcher comprehends and interprets the information (Lundahl & 
Skärvad, 1992 and Holme & Solvang, 1997). Hence the choice between qualitative and 
quantitative method can be related to the research problem and the object of the research 
(Alvesson & Sköldberg, 1994). It is possible to use a pure quantitative method or a pure 
qualitative method, but it is also common to use a combination of the two. The two differ-
ent approaches have some similarities, off which the main one is that they have common 
purposes. Both methods try to give a picture over how single persons, groups and institu-
tions behave and affect each other (Holme & Solvang, 1997).  

Having their research question in mind, the authors feel that a qualitative method suits 
them best. A change process and resistance to change are complex situations with lots of 
room for subjective opinions and sometime the respondents themselves fail to identify bar-
riers. They might for example not know that for example a delay in the implementation 
plan was a barrier, but see it as a natural event. To do a survey or questionnaire would not 
serve the authors’ purpose in their opinion. It is hard to put the different barriers on paper 
and label them (although that is in fact what the authors are doing) so that the respondents 
understand them. It takes time and effort if you want to understand the change process and 
this is according to the authors easier to accomplish with a qualitative method. 

All perspectives and methods have both positive and negative qualities and are appropriate 
in different situations. It is the nature of the research that finally will form the decision on 
which type of method the researcher will use, and also what kind of information that has to 
be collected (Bell, 2000). This once again speaks for a qualitative method for the authors. 
People need to be interviewed in a way which is hard with a quantitative method, at least 
given the time limit that exists. What the authors need is personal reflections about the 
change process. There is a need to go deeper than what would have been possible with a 
quantitative method. A more qualitative approach give the authors greater flexibility as they 
can have a discussion with the respondents and hopefully this helps them to get a better 
understanding of how the barriers work.  

2.3 Case Studies 

There are a lot of different methods and techniques within the qualitative area of research 
to get the data that is needed, such as interviews, surveys etcetera. The authors have chosen 
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to use a method that is called case-studies since they will examine one company. They are 
going to use interviews as a primary way of getting the data they need. 

Case-studies can be characterized as a research on a small delimited group. A case can be 
either a person, a group of people, an organisation or a situation (Patel & Davidson, 2003). 
The case that is studied in this thesis is not the company where the research will be carried 
out, but the change process they experienced. That is to say, it is the actual change process 
that is relevant for the authors, not Alpha as an organisation. When using a case study one 
of the purposes is to take a small part of a large process and with the case try to describe 
the reality. The case will then represent the reality (Ejvegård, 1996). When conducting case 
studies a general perspective is used and from that you try to collect information that cov-
ers as much as possible. Case-studies are very useful when you are trying to study processes 
and changes (Patel & Davidson, 2003). This is especially true for the authors, as they study 
a change implementation that has affected a whole company. The authors’ aim is to try to 
capture all resistance that the project has met. In order to fully grasp this they have to 
spend much time with the company in question. It would perhaps give more information 
to study several cases, but with the time that is available the authors feel that it gives them 
more to study one case thorough than several cases more briefly. 

Traditionally, case-studies have been considered appropriate when conducting explorative 
studies, but they are also used to test and elaborate theories (Lundahl & Skärvad, 1992). 
Since the authors are conducting an explorative research (see below) it seems even more 
natural perform a case-study. Researches about organisations are one area where case-
studies have been used very frequently. This due to the fact that many organisational theory 
researchers have considered case-studies to be the best method to use in order to really un-
derstand the whole complexity of an organisation (Lundahl & Skärvad, 1992). As men-
tioned above this is what the authors aim at, namely grasping as much as possible from the 
actual case.  

A case can be described as the interplay between different factors (Bell, 2000). Nisbet and 
Watt (cited in Bell, 2000, p.16) mean that sometimes it is only  

“through taking one event or one case in consideration that we can get a complete pic-
ture of this interplay”.  

This citation highlights the authors’ motivation for a qualitative method and the conduc-
tion of a case-study. It is in their meaning the best alternative when you want to understand 
a change process. It is by interviewing different actors with different opinions about the 
same things as you can start to understand how the different barriers work. Resistance fac-
tors are often not isolated, but they occur as an effect of something else. This is easier to 
capture in a case-study than in let us say a questionnaire. At least with the authors’ level of 
knowledge and the resources they have available. 

When using a case study the researcher tries to identify an event, for example a change in 
an organisation, and then observe and study this event. Most organisations have qualities 
that are similar to others, but can also show qualities that are unique for just that specific 
company. In a case study it is important to show how these qualities, both similar and 
unique, affect the implementation of new ideas in an organisation and also affect how the 
organisation works (Bell, 2000.) The most common way to proceed when conducting a 
case study is to gather different kind of information in order to get a holistic picture of the 
specific case. Hence, methods such as interviews, observations and surveys can be com-
bined when gathering information (Patel & Davidson, 2003).   
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2.3.1 Alpha 

The company in which the authors conducted their research has expressed their wishes to 
be anomynous and will therefore be called Alpha, which is an assumed name. Without giv-
ing out their true identity it can be said as much as they are a large company in Sweden 
which was founded in the early 1950s. In 2006 Alpha was issued on the Stockholm Stock 
Exchange (Alpha, 2006).  

The organisation is structured so that all the stores report to their respective country sales 
office. They in their turn report to the headquarter (CEO, personal communication, 2006-
05-08).  

The reason that the authors chose Alpha as company for their case study is that they re-
cently have changed their whole management accounting system. They have earlier used 
four different systems and have changed to one single system called X. They have also 
changed all their accounting routines, for example, earlier the accounting function was di-
vided into the different subsidiaries in the different countries that they operate in and now 
they have moved all accounting functions to the head office and have created a so called 
shared service centre. They have also started to use electronical invoices among other 
things. Throughout this process they have experienced some problems and dissatisfaction 
from different actors in the company and this is what the authors want to study in their 
thesis. It is not Alpha as a company the authors want to investigate, but the actual change 
they have undergone.  

2.4 Interviews 

One method for gathering data is interviews. Hence, the researcher gathers data by asking 
questions or having a dialog with a respondent. Interviews are a very common way of gath-
ering data and are used in a lot of different contexts and there are several different methods 
for conducting interviews (Lundahl & Skärvad, 1992). The flexibility is one of the big ad-
vantages when using interviews. It is possible to ask follow-up questions and the answers 
can be elaborated in a whole different way than when working with for example surveys. 
You can also take into consideration how the respondent answers in terms of mimics, in-
tonation etcetera (Bell, 2000). In the authors’ case they are studying a process of change in 
a company in order to see what type of resistance and what possible barriers they have met 
throughout the process. To get sufficient data the authors are going to interview key per-
sons in the company, people that have taken the decisions, people that have been in charge 
of the change process and people that have been affected by the change. The authors also 
wanted to do analyses on documents over the change as a complement to the interviews 
but unfortunate all of these documents were classified so they had to rely on interviews as 
the only method for collecting data.      

To what degree an interview is standardized is one way to separate different kinds of inter-
views. The authors make a separation between standardized and non-standardized inter-
views. High standardized interviews is distinguished by that both the formulation of the 
questions and in which order the questions are asked is determined beforehand. Non-
standardized interviews on the other hand are distinguished by their flexibility. It is possible 
to reformulate the questions in ways that suits the specific situation and the order of the 
questions do not have to be asked in the exact same order in different interviews. The non-
standardized interviews are often used when conducting explorative and theory developing 
researches. This type of interview is most appropriate when you want to gather soft data 



 Method 

 9 

such as values, what people think and believe about different events etcetera. An example 
of an interview that is non-standardized is a qualitative interview (Patel & Davidson, 2003). 
Since the authors have a qualitative approach they are going to use non-standardized inter-
views. The authors want to see what the people in the organisation think of the change and 
how they are affected by it and if there has been any problems along they way. They believe 
that non-standardized interviews are more appropriate for them, since they are going to in-
terview individuals in the organisation with totally different roles, and in order to get as 
much information as possible from them it is crucial to ask them different questions. 

Interviews are not only categorized into standardized and non-standardized. It is also 
common to distinguish between structured and unstructured interviews. There is a connec-
tion between this standardization and how structured an interview is but it is not the same 
thing. A strictly standardized interview is automatically structured, but a non-standardized 
interview can be both structured and unstructured. The structured interview is very focused 
on facts. The unstructured interview on the other hand is freer and not as focused. Semi-
structured interviews is something between structured and unstructured. Here the re-
searcher is probably interested in the respondents’ attitudes and values as well as in getting 
pure facts (Lundahl & Skärvad, 1992). In this case it seems like semi-structured interviews 
are the natural choice. As the authors don’t know beforehand what resistance the imple-
mentation has met they can’t possibly plan follow-up questions before the interviews. In 
order to get as much information as possible the authors need to be flexible and they will 
have to improvise to a certain degree. If they would have got access to all the documents 
that touches the implementation structured interviews would have been possible to con-
duct. This was however not the case. As to the objectivity it is important to try and not to 
steer the interviews in a way that suits the purpose, which is the danger with unstructured 
interviews. In order to be totally objective you must probably conduct the interviews be-
fore you have started to read the literature you use in the research. Since that is not an op-
tion it is important to keep in mind that the respondents should be allowed to express their 
own opinions without any influence from the interviewer.  

Since the authors have chosen a qualitative method called case-study for their thesis a non-
random selection of respondents is most appropriate for them. There are several options of 
non-random selections available and the one that suits this research best is the appraisal se-
lection. When using an appraisal selection you look for respondents that have the right 
qualities for the research (Lekvall & Wahlbin, 2001). The authors are going to conduct a 
case-study on a change process in Alpha and they will gather their empirical findings 
through interviews with beforehand chosen persons in that organisation. The authors are 
going to interview the vice president of Alpha and the CFO (Chief Financial Officer),. 
These two are important for the research since they are the ones that initiated the change 
and are taking the major decisions about it. The authors are also going to interview finan-
cial manager and an employee in the accounting staff (which from here on will be called 
employee Y) who have been responsible for and worked full time with the change. When 
the authors were deciding about who they should interview they got much help from a per-
son, who is a big shareholder of Alpha and is in the board of directors. He told the authors 
which persons had been involved with the change and which ones that were affected by it. 
By interviewing the persons mentioned above the authors believe that they can get a holis-
tic view over the company and the authors think that they can capture all the information 
about the resistance to the change that Alpha has met. After those initial interviews there 
was also an additional interview with an employee who works in the IT department in Al-
pha. He will in this thesis be called employee Z and he was involved in the change process 
as well.  
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2.4.1 Interview Guide  

The interview guide that the authors used during their interviews is made in accordance 
with a semi-structured interview. The guide is presented in Appendix 1-4. The authors had 
some questions that they asked all of the respondents, but there were also some separate 
questions for the different respondents depending on their role in the organisation and the 
change process. The questions in the appendixes are the prepared questions the authors 
had when they went to the interviews, but of course some additional questions were raised 
during the interviews. The questions are divided into four main subjects: 

• Background of the change 

• The implementation process 

• Barriers to change 

• Concluding thoughts about the change 

2.5 Trustworthiness 

As mentioned before the authors have chosen to conduct a case-study. The study has been 
conducted in one company and interviews has been the primary source of data gathering. 
Both authors have been present during all interviews and the interviews have also been re-
corded and later transcribed, which in the authors’ opinion strengthens the trustworthiness. 
In addition to this, the respondents have read through the thesis in order to see if the au-
thors had understood them right. This reduces the risk of misinterpretations. Some criti-
cism that has been raised against case studies is that it is normally very difficult to general-
ize the results that you get from it. The value in studying a single event or phenomenon has 
also been questioned. However, not everyone agrees in this criticism. Denscomb (1998, 
cited in Bell, 2000, p.17) says that  

“to the extent the results from a case study can be generalized to similar situations is 
dependent on to what extent the current case situation is similar to other cases and 
situations”.  

That means that practically all case-studies in the context of a management accounting 
change can be of use to each other. Even if the companies you look at differs from each 
other they might face the same situations. When conducting a case study with only one 
company with the limited time and knowledge as in this case it is important to realize that 
the results can not be generalized in the meaning that you can draw conclusions for a 
whole population. However, generalizability can also be about creating understanding and 
insight about a phenomenon that to some degrees can be true for other companies in same 
situation as well (Ejvegård, 1996). As Bell writes:  

“a successful done case study will give a three-dimensional picture and illustrate relations, mi-
cro political issues and pattern of power in a certain context or situation” (2000, p.17).   

One case can never represent the reality and this is a problem when working with case-
studies. It is important to be careful with drawing conclusions from this kind of research. 
The conclusions you get can be viewed as indications. These indications will maybe not get 
a real value until other indications gathered from other studies point in the same direction 
(Ejvegård, 1996). In line with this, the conclusions the authors draw from their research 
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can combined with conclusions from other studies help people to understand management 
accounting change better.  
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3 Frame of reference 

To begin with the authors will present the development of the accounting change model that the thesis evolves 
around. In order to fully grasp Kasurinen’s model it is of importance that the authors first give the readers a 
brief introduction to it’s predecessor, namely a model by Cobb et al. Thereafter the authors will explain the 
three barriers more in depth. Finally a summary of the barriers is made and an explanation of how they 
work. 

3.1 Accounting change model 

This accounting change model was first developed by Innes and Mitchell (1990) and then 
further developed by Cobb et al. (1995). The latter claimed that whilst there were plenty of 
theories explaining organizational change there was a shortage of theories focusing on ac-
counting change. By examining the change process in a large UK bank they developed a 
model that focuses on changes in a company’s management accounting system.  

 

Figure 1 Accounting change model (Cobb et al., 1995, p.173) 

Both environmental and internal factors can be the driving forces of change. The categori-
zation of motivators, catalysts and facilities are made on the basis of the nature and timing 
of their influence on change (Innes & Mitchell, 1990). Examples of motivators are a com-
petitive market or increased pressure for globalization and they are generally related to 
change. Catalysts are more directly linked to change and they can among other things be 
poor financial performance or pressure for higher margins. Facilitators can be accounting 
staff or IT resources and they are necessary for a change to occur, however not sufficient 
(Kasurinen, 2002 and Cobb et al., 1995). The pressure for change can be created by one of 
those factors or by a mix of them (Innes & Mitchell, 1990). 

Thereafter the role of leaders is taken into account. Off course individual leaders affect the 
change. In the accounting change model it is also referred to the momentum of change. 

Motivators Catalysts Facilities 

Potential for 
change 

Leaders 
Momentum for 
change 

Barriers to 
change 

Change 
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This is the expectation of the change to continuously proceed. It is seen as an important 
factor that drives the change (Cobb et al., 1995). Those factors mentioned above can be re-
ferred to as the advancing forces to change (Kasurinen, 2002). 

The opposite to the advancing forces to change is the barriers. Those are according to 
Cobb et al. factors that hinder, delay and prevent change (1995). To see the whole picture 
motivators, catalysts and facilities create an opportunity for a change. It then requires lead-
ers in order to overcome the barriers that exist. Finally momentum of change is needed to 
maintain the pace of the change.  

3.2 Kasurinen’s change model 

Kasurinen (2002) extends the accounting change model by dividing the barriers into three 
subcategories. He claims that Cobb et al. fail to give the barriers appropriate focus. It is not 
enough to say that barriers exist. In order to give the model practical and theoretical value 
you must identify the different types of barriers.  

Various studies on change processes tell us that a wide variety of problems can arise during 
a change implementation. As the interdependency and cross-functionality of activities tend 
to increase in organizations those problems seem to be bigger in the future. Also, as the 
business environment is getting more and more complex, a bigger share of decisions are 
based on organizational beliefs and culture. This will lead to that the change process takes 
more and more time. As a consequence to this the change process will go from being 
planned strategically to be an unsystematic activity. In line with this, Kasurinen proposes a 
change model that creates a general knowledge of the various barriers that exist, in oppo-
site to a normative model with a detailed strategy over how the change should proceed 
(Kasurinen, 2002). 

Kasurinen (2002) developed his model by conducting a case-study in a Finnish metal group 
during their implementation of a balanced scorecard. His solution was to divide the barriers 
into the three different groups: confusers, frustrators and delayers.  
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Figure 2 Revised accounting change model (Kasurinen, 2002, p.338) 

In order to categorize the barriers Kasurinen summarized a wide range of literature within 
the field. He then allocated the different theories to where he thought they belonged based 
on both their place in the literature and the results in his case study. Kasurinen (2002) 
claims that the categorization of the barriers make it easier to recognize their role in the 
change process. Hence, it makes it easier to explain the change. It will also help companies 
to go around the problems in practise. Below the authors will now describe the three cate-
gories of barriers and explain them more into detail. 

3.3 Confusers 

The first type of barriers he calls confusers, since they seemed to disrupt the case-study and 
increase the uncertainty of the project. The empirical examples of confusers are for exam-
ple when different actors in a company have different goals and when the purpose of the 
change is unclear. The theoretical framework for this category is based on the work of Ar-
gyris and Kaplan from 1994 and Strebel’s article from 1996 (Kasurinen, 2002).  

Argyris and Kaplan (1994) argue that barriers are resistance to change, which derives from 
the fact that the individuals’ interests do not match the companies’ interest. The change 
strategy they therefore suggest is one that reduces this difference between the interests. In 
line with this they propose a two-step process. The first process is called education and 
sponsorship. Here the employees learn about the change and key employees are pushed to 
promote the change. If this process succeeds employees now understand and believe in the 
new ideas and the management encourages the implementation. This is however not 
enough for a successful change. A second process is also needed where internal commit-
ment is created. Employees must be motivated to act in accordance with the new ideas 
without having the fear of making mistakes and feeling embarrassed.  

Motivators
 

Facilitators Catalysts 

Momentum Leaders 

Potential for 
change 
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Accounting change 
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The first process, education and sponsorship, is used when introducing a change in an or-
ganisation. The process involves three different stages: Education, Sponsorship and 
Alignment of Incentives. 

• The purpose of the education stage is that the managers learn and accept the logic 
and validity of the change and it follows three different steps. In the first step you 
try to recognize the gaps in the existing theory (that you are using for the change) 
and the practise. In step two you try to reformulate the theory into a new theory 
where the gaps have been corrected. As a last step it is important to show the man-
agers examples on how this change can gain the organisation. 

• The sponsorship stage is about persuading individuals with key roles to show the 
way of the change process. In the educational stage the main thing is to educate a 
managerial audience. In this stage however it is important to persuade key individu-
als and authoritative managers to become initial champions and advocates for the 
change in the organisation. These champions and advocates will then try to recruit 
new champions within the organisation that will be affected by the change, for ex-
ample in the top management and the line managers. The persuasion is a way of 
showing how and why the change will work and how it will benefit the organisa-
tion.  

• The alignment of incentives is the stage that enables the change to take place. To 
support a successful change, organisations can use different kinds of systems and 
structures that facilitate the progress of change and even reward effective changes. 
These are called organisational enablers and the purpose of these is to provide in-
formation and inducement so that people in the organisation will accept and en-
courage change. The alignment of incentives stage can be viewed as necessary but 
not sufficient for an effective change to occur. There can be made a distinction in 
alignment of incentives between external and internal commitment and this com-
mitment refers to the energy and effort an individual will devote to the change. Ex-
ternal commitment can be referred to the energy and attention an individual allo-
cate to the change that do not primarily concern themselves such as actions from 
the champions and advocates and organisational rewards. Internal commitment is 
when the individual feel more personal responsible for the change. The difference 
is that external commitment is often seen as something forced upon them from the 
organisation as opposed to internal commitment. (Argyris & Kaplan, 1994) 

 

In Kasurinen’s (2002) case there was a disruption in the implementation process when the 
divisional manager resignated. He was an important sponsor of the project and he tried to 
educate his subordinates. When he quit there was no longer any motivation to change. An 
almost identical case is described by Malmi (1997). In his case it was the departure of the 
vice-president in a company that brought the change process to a stop. With him gone 
there was no longer a clear sponsor of the project. 

After the initial education and sponsorship process the company should start the second 
process, which aims at creating internal commitment. Managers (or users of the new sys-
tem) need to believe in the change and understand it’s strengths. This is not reached by 
simply persuading them that the system in fact is of good quality, but to let them find out 
this themselves. The managers should be encouraged to express their concerns about the 
system. Thereafter they should be encouraged to experiment with the part they doubt and 
test it. Only by realising that the system in fact works will create internal commitment. Im-
portant to know is however that to be able to test the system the managers must fully un-
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derstand it, consequently the completion of the education and sponsorship process is cru-
cial for this stage to work. They should not be afraid of making mistakes at this stage, but 
be encouraged to experiment. The managers should use their negative reactions as a foun-
dation for learning (Argyris & Kaplan, 1994).  

The actual resistance to changes takes its´ form in two shapes according to Argyris and 
Kaplan (1994). First they claim that in all change processes defensive routines are activated 
at all levels of the organization. This leads to that the new routines are by-passed and dis-
cussions on important issues are avoided. Secondly they claim that all individuals fail to 
recognise their own skilled incompetence when they deal with things that threaten or em-
barrass them. The learning process described above is the key to solve this problem. Indi-
viduals that have to implement a change must agree to undergo an education process in or-
der to realize that the theory they rely on conflicts with the new theory.  

According to Strebel (1996) a common problem with change within organisations is that 
managers and employees see change differently. Managers see change as an opportunity for 
themselves and for the company, while employees often see change as a threat. There are 
mutual obligations and commitments, both stated and implied, that defines the relationship 
between employees and organisations. Strebel calls these obligations and commitments for 
personal compacts and changes alter these compacts. It is therefore important for manag-
ers to get the employees to accept the new terms that come with a change because all too 
often  

“disaffected employees will undermine their managers’ credibility and well-designed plans” 
(Strebel, 1996, p.87).  

Strebel has identified three different dimensions of personal compacts: formal, psychologi-
cal and social.    

• Formal – This dimension is the aspect of the relationship between the employers 
and the employees. For the employee the formal dimension defines the tasks and 
performance requirement for his or her job. It can be in written forms such as job 
descriptions and employment contracts or it can be agreed on orally. If the employ-
ees commit to perform, the managers make sure that each individual gets the au-
thority and resources they each need to perform their job. Most organisations pro-
vides directions and guidelines, that comes from procedures and polices, about for 
example what kind of job the employee should do for the company and in relation 
to that what he/she will be paid. However, a clear formal compact does not secure 
that the employees will make a personal commitment to the company nor that they 
will be satisfied with their job.  

• Psychological – This dimension is the aspect of the employment relationship that is 
mainly implied. It is shared expectations and commitment that comes from feelings 
like trust and dependency between employee and employer. The psychological di-
mension is often unwritten and it supports the personal commitment that an em-
ployee has for individual and company goals. To what extent an employee is loyal 
and committing is closely related to their relationship with their boss and also con-
nected to how managers recognizes a job well done and the reward that the em-
ployee gets from their efforts. It is of great importance that managers consider this 
psychological dimension when going through organisational changes. The relation-
ship that the managers have with their employees is crucial to get the employees to 
commit to new goals and performance standards.  
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• Social – In the social dimension the employees measures the culture in the organi-
sation. They compare what the organisation says about its values in its mission 
statement and the observation on how it is actually practiced in the company. That 
is, if the management does what they say they do. To get employees to commit 
themselves to the company it is important that the organisation’s statements are 
well connected to how the management behaves. Many times it is this dimension of 
personal compact that creates most difficulties in an organisational change. (Strebel, 
1996) 

 

Management in the context of change tries to revise these personal compacts and it is very 
important that they get the employees to agree to these new compacts. The revision of the 
personal compact takes place in three phases. First, the employees have to realise the need 
for change and the context for the revising compacts need to be established. It is up to the 
leaders to make sure this is done. Thereafter the leaders can start the process where the 
employees get to know the new compact terms and alter them to suit their interest. After 
this second step the leaders establish commitments with new formal and informal rules 
(Strebel, 1996).  

The organisation’s culture, and in some cases also the organisation’s home country, affect 
the decision to what extent the personal compacts are written or oral. However, regardless 
the cultural context, if the management does not see the revision of personal compacts as 
an important part of the change process they will fail to reach their goals. (Strebel, 1996) 

3.4 Frustrators 

Frustrators get their name because of their tendency to suppress the change process. The 
background to this type of barriers comes from the theories of Markus and Pfeiffer (1983) 
and Roberts and Silvester (1996) and they deal with structural barriers. In the case study by 
Kasurinen (2002) evidence of those barriers could be seen when members of the organiza-
tion with engineering background were about to implement a balance scorecard with finan-
cial measurements. They argued for a more operational type of scorecard, which had a 
suppressing effect. Also existing reporting systems had a similar effect (Kasurinen, 2002).  

Markus and Pfeffer (1983) call this type of barriers structural barriers. Those are more likely 
to arise when the proposed change is inconsistent with existing power distribution, the 
dominant organizational culture and when goals don’t match with technology. The authors 
claim that even though the importance of accounting and control systems have increased 
and their technology have been improved the implementation of these is far from satisfy-
ing. In too many cases the resistance to the implementation causes system failure.  

Accounting and control systems are connected to how intraorganizational power are ac-
quired or exercised in three ways. Those systems can be used in order to support decision 
making, altering organizational performance and conferring legitimacy. Beside those three 
ways accounting and control systems are also related to power because they are used to af-
fect individuals’ performance (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983). Individuals or units can gain au-
thority or legitimacy when they get access to those systems. Likewise, people that are de-
nied access to a new accounting system can lose power. Hence, a new system can consid-
erably alter the power distribution within an organization. As a result of this, any change 
implementation will be either resisted or supported depending on whether the affected 
employees feel threatened or see an opportunity. Markus and Pfeffer (1983) also recognise 
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that other aspects, such as resource allocation and organizational structure, are affected by 
the accounting and control systems. 

What determines the likelihood of an implementation’s success is to what extent it affects 
other aspects of the organization. They focus on three of those aspects, namely:  

• the distribution of power,  

• the organizational culture and the shared values and beliefs, and 

• whether there is agreement about technology and goals. 

In order to explain who those aspects influence the degree of resistance the authors state a 
hypothesis for each of them, which they thereafter answer by drawing examples from sev-
eral case-studies. 

The first hypothesis is whether there is congruence between the power distribution implied 
by the new system and the existing sources of power. If the new system changes the distri-
bution of power it is likely that it meets more resistance during the implementation than if 
it had been congruent with the existing power distribution. For example, in a case-study in 
the company Golden Triangle Corporation there was evidence that people that gained 
power supported the implementation while those who lost power resisted it. This might be 
obvious, but it is still useful as an explanation for resistance with its roots in the power dis-
tribution (Markus & Pfeffer, 1983). A similar effect was seen in Sisu as they implemented a 
new management accounting system. The implementation would lead to a substantial loss 
of power for one of the company’s units. The unit in question had until then had a strong 
position as they was responsible for the production of a vital component of the company’s 
product. As it became evident that this would change after the implementation they re-
sisted the change (Malmi, 1997). 

The second hypothesis deals with whether the new system is in consonance with the organ-
izational culture and paradigm. The organizational paradigm is constituted by the values, 
culture and climate that pervade an organization. It is passed on from member to member 
by the use of a certain language or by certain symbols. Obviously more resistance is ex-
pected to be met by implementations that conflicts with the organizational paradigm than 
with changes that is congruent with it. Once again the example of Golden Triangle Corpo-
ration can be used. When the divisional accountants there faced a new system which tasks 
were mainly financial accounting oriented they were very reluctant to change. The fact that 
they previously only operated with mainly managerial accounting resulted in a change of 
the paradigm they were used to. The consequences of this where that different paradigms 
made the communication between the divisions and the headquarter impossible (Markus & 
Pfeffer, 1983). Once again the example of Sisu is worth mentioning. In one of their facto-
ries a strong engineering culture had developed over time. When the new system that had 
an accounting language were implemented it faced a lot of resistance. It simply went against 
their culture (Malmi, 1997). 

The last hypothesis has to do with the company’s goal and technology. An organization has 
agreed goals and objectives that everyone strives to fulfil. The technology is in this case 
what is required for achieving those goals. If a new system is not consistent with the com-
mon held goals or the technology it is likely that it will meet resistance. An example that 
Markus and Pfeffer make is taken from a hospital where a new computerized information 
system was implemented. The process failed as doctors claimed that the system wasn’t able 
to give them the information they needed to base their decisions on. 
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The conclusion Markus and Pfeffer (1983) draw from the cases they studied is that resis-
tance mostly derives from structural barriers rather than processual factors. Those (power 
distribution, organizational culture and paradigms) are factors have a long lifetime and are 
not easily changed. Managers that are to implement a change have to adapt it to the struc-
ture or change the structure itself. They claim that no matter how much time and resources 
you spend on making a good strategy, if you fail to identify the structural factors the im-
plementation will not be successful. 

Roberts and Silvester (1996) also mention structural barriers and how the interdependency 
and cross-functionality of activities that usually increases in companies with time can create 
resistance to change. In their research on why ABC often failed in companies they came to 
the conclusion that it was not ABC as a system that was inappropriate, but that it was the 
difficulties in implementing it that was the reason of the failure. Even though there were 
several technical difficulties with ABC, these were not the cause of the failure in compa-
nies. Instead the main reason was the fact that the companies were unable to act on the in-
formation that ABC provided them with.  

In order to act upon the information that ABC created the companies had three alterna-
tives of action to choose among. However all three alternatives required  

“coordinated, cross-functional efforts, time and resources” (Roberts & Silvester, 1996, 
p.28).  

These structural barriers were the reason of the implementation failure. Each alternate 
process had to cross these barriers a number of times. The same effect was spotted by 
Tuomela (2005) during his case-study in FinnABB. In that company the barrier took it’s 
form in an increased amount of meetings. Managers complained that they became “frus-
trated” when they over and over again had to attend meetings instead of doing what they 
were supposed to do. That is a good example of how actions that requires cross-functional 
efforts can be very time and resource consuming.  

To explain why a company’s structure can be a barrier Roberts and Silvester (1996) explain 
it from a transaction cost economics (TCE) point of view. In TCE a company is viewed as 
an organizational structure that has cost-minimization of it’s business transactions handling 
as it’s main objective. Hence a company strives to lower it’s organizational costs. Besides 
stressing the need for an appropriate organizational form TCE also recognizes the indi-
viduals’ role in the organization and their individual limits. People are assumed to wish for 
making perfect decisions. When they are faced with uncertain and complex situations they 
therefore rely on rules of thumb. As those rules are being carried forward they eventually 
become a part of the structure of an organization. When things change, rules of thumb 
which have once helped employees taking effective decisions may now prevent that change 
from happening. The structure has become a barrier to change (Roberts & Silvester, 1986).  

In order to overcome the structural barriers Roberts and Silvester (1996) stress the impor-
tance of a strong motivation for change and a practical strategy. The strategy is more likely 
to lead to a successful change if meet the following factors: 

• Interdependent environment; 

• Security; 

• Legitimacy; 
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• Critical timing; 

• Coordination and integration; and 

• Incentive alignment. 

(Roberts & Silvester, 1996, p.33) 

Interdependent environment can be compared with having a change spirit. Companies that 
have implemented a change successfully often have in common that they previously have 
completed another change successfully. Previous success can foster a will to change among 
the employees. Security refers to the employees. No matter what good the change will do 
for the organization, if the employees feel threatened they are most likely to resist the 
change (Roberts & Silvester, 1996). An extreme case of this was seen in the company Lever 
Industrial-U.K. during a period of change. There employees almost stopped working be-
cause of the distressed situation where they feared losing their jobs (Vaivio, 1999). Off 
course not all changes are as extreme as the case was with Lever Industrial-U.K., but a cer-
tain amount of insecurity is felt in most change situations. Security is closely linked to le-
gitimacy. The change implementation is affected by the employees’ perception on the 
change. If they feel that the efforts to change are serious and they have a strong person that 
is running the process they are likely to accept the change. The point critical timing has to 
do with whether the information that is needed is available or not. The people that are af-
fected by the change must have all the information they need so that they, when they are 
ready, are able act upon the change. It may also be important to coordinate and integrate 
activities in a company. This is especially vital when problems arise. Successful implementa-
tions also often have incentive programs, where the ones who are affected by the change 
are rewarded after a successful implementation (Roberts & Silvester, 1996).  

3.5 Delayers 

In Kasurinen’s change model there are also a category of barriers called delayers. What 
characterizes those are that they are rather technical to their nature and that they only seem 
to appear temporarily. In the case with the Finnish metal group there was for example a de-
lay in the change implementation because of a lack of clear-cut strategies and inadequate in-
formation systems (Kasurinen, 2002).  

In order to suite his purpose, Kasurinen (2002) found his theoretical framework for this 
barrier in an article that dealt with the implementation of a balanced scorecard. This since 
delayers has to do with the actual management accounting system in question. In other 
words, if you are conducting a research on ABC implementation you search for literature 
that is specific for that type of system. In the authors’ case they weren’t able to beforehand 
know what system was implemented due to confidential reasons. They are therefore not 
able to state the technical difficulties with that particular system. However, since the au-
thors know how the delayers appear and what it is that characterizes them, they are able to 
recognize them if they occur in the case. Since they derive from the technical difficulties 
with the actual system they are not that hard to identify. 

3.6 Summary of barriers 

As we have seen here, the confusers are based on two rather normative articles. Instead of 
focusing on the actual resistance to change they both propose a strategy for overcoming 
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possible resistance. There is however possible to extract the roots of resistance according 
to Argyris & Kaplan (1994) and Strebel (1996) if you look closer. Both focus on the fact 
that people see change differently. In Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) case they propose that 
managers or individuals with key roles must understand and believe in the change. In Stre-
bel’s (1996) case it is the managers and the employees that have different views on the 
change, as managers see it as an opportunity while employees see it as a threat. If seen to 
those two articles there are several kinds of barriers that arise from the fact that people see 
change differently. In Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) case this takes the form of defensive 
routines that activates in change processes and also that people are afraid of making mis-
takes. Both these factors have a hindering effect on the change implementation. In Stre-
bel’s (1996) case employees that see the change as a threat might undermine the managers’ 
attempts to change as they see the change as something intrusive and disruptive.  

Kasurinen (2002) writes that the confusers disrupt the change process and increase the un-
certainty of the project. That they cause a disruption on the project is not hard to see. The 
defensive routines and the fear of making mistakes in Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) article 
and the intrusive and disruptive feeling that Strebel (1996) describes obviously disrupt the 
implementation. That the confusers increase the uncertainty may be harder to extract from 
what is described above, but not impossible. Naturally, when people have different views 
on a change there will most likely arise some uncertainty. Exactly how this uncertainty arise 
and in what shape it comes is however more difficult to see. 

What most strongly distinguishes the articles that the confusers are based on from the ones 
that the frustrators are built on is that the former deals with short-term problems while the 
latter is more long-term to their nature. The structures that Markus & Pfeffer (1983) and 
Roberts & Silvester (1996) talk about have evolved over a long time in the organizations 
and should therefore be harder to change. Kasurinen (2002) writes that frustrators tend to 
suppress the change process. Compared to confusers they seem to be more difficult to 
overcome and a more serious threat to the change process. 

As mentioned both Markus’ & Pfeffer’s (1983) and Roberts’ & Silvester’s (1996) articles 
deal with structural barriers. In the former article resistance is increased when the change is 
inconsistent with the existing power distribution, the dominant organizational culture or 
when the goals don’t go along with the technology. As with the confusers this resistance 
can come in the shape that employees feel threatened. The source of the fear is however 
different in the two cases. As for the confusers, the fear comes from the fact that the em-
ployees’ personal compacts might alter with the change. The fear that the frustrators create 
on the other hand derives from fear that the existing power distribution changes. From this 
we can draw the conclusion that frustrators deal with “bigger” issues than confusers, which 
are more psychological and personal. This is further supported by the conclusion that Mar-
kus and Pfeffer (1983) draw that the resistance derives from structural barriers with a long 
lifetime rather than processual factors. The category of frustrators also includes Roberts’ 
and Silvester’s (1996) definition of structural barriers, which differs from what is said 
above. The resistance in their case derives from the fact that all changes require coordi-
nated, cross-functional efforts, time and resources.  

What Kasurinen (2002) writes about frustrators, that they tend to suppress the change, re-
flects what is said above rather well. Resistance that suppress the change process is worse 
than resistance that disrupt it and is most likely harder to deal with. This goes in line with 
the fact that we here deal with structural barriers that has been shaped over perhaps several 
years. These things don’t change that easy. It is not either hard to see why the structural 
barriers have a suppressing effect. People who have historically been in a position of power 
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want to keep it that way and will most likely try to suppress a change project that they fear 
will change this power distribution. The same thing goes with the problems of interdepen-
dency and cross-functionality of activities that Roberts and Silvester (1996) write about.  

As for the delayers, the authors feel that they don’t need much of an explanation. They are 
deriving from the problems that the system itself brings. They are only appearing temporar-
ily and they cause a delay in the change process. Difficulties that arise from technical rea-
sons will most likely be easy to identify. 

One thing that is important to have in mind and what have not been said before is that in 
Kasurinen’s (2002) case-study the implementation of a balanced scorecard was abandoned 
before it was fully implemented. This raises the question whether the different barriers 
change over time as the implementation process proceeds or not? Maybe the confusers for 
example are more evident in the beginning of the project and then disappear? Also, as 
mentioned in the background, the model was developed in a balanced scorecard context 
and has not been further tested (to the authors’ knowledge). The authors don’t know if the 
model is applicable in other change situations or not.  
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4 Empirical findings 

In this chapter the authors will present the empirical results from the interviews. In order to make it more 
receptive it is divided into four sub-chapters: background, implementation process, barriers to change and 
concluding thoughts. Some of the texts may be relevant for more than one chapter and what is said under the 
background part might have to do with the implementation process as well and the other way around. The 
structure is only made with purpose to make the text easier to read. 

4.1 Background 

As mentioned in the method chapter the authors interviewed several key persons in the 
change process. The CEO of Alpha, the CFO, the financial manager who was in charge of 
the implementation and also employee Y who is a member of the project group and re-
sponsible for most of the practical work with the implementation (personal communica-
tion, 2006-05-08 & 2006-05-09). The authors also had an additional interview with em-
ployee Z, who has worked in the IT department in Alpha for twelve years and was for a 
time involved in the implementation process of the new system (2006-05-22).  

The decision to change management accounting system came rather natural. Before the 
change Alpha had four different systems running, one in each country they operate in, 
Sweden, Finland, Norway and Poland. They had until then been operating rather inde-
pendently, but there was a wish to integrate them into one system (CEO, 2006-05-09). 
With doing this they established what is called a shared service centre. This was in line with 
how Alpha usually thinks. If there is a benefit of running something centrally they do it (fi-
nancial manager, 2006-05-09). Alpha also experienced a discrepancy between the systems. 
Since they are inter-dependable it requires that the information is delivered correctly for the 
systems to work. This puts a lot of pressure on the process, since small mistakes can have 
big consequences. As Alpha’s CEO puts it:  

“..it is like a pyramid, if you do a small mistake at the top it becomes a big mistake 
at the ground” (2006-05-08).  

One of Alpha’s main issues is how to establish the cost of each product with a satisfying 
accuracy. This is not an easy thing since their products most of the times are moving from 
one place to another and additional costs are added along the way. There are a number of 
warehouses that have their own systems and their own costs. This will be referred to as the 
cost allocation problem from here on (CEO, 2006-05-08). The financial manager recalls 
that approximately three years ago there was an investigation of the existing routines and 
the benefit of changing system was reviewed and also if the company would benefit from 
having one integrated system (2006-05-09). The CFO mentions especially three parts of 
Alpha’s operations that needed to be improved before the change and accordingly was the 
reasons to change system: handling invoices electronically, reporting and the cost allocation 
problem mentioned above. When they looked at those issues it became evident that the ex-
isting systems would fail to deal with those problems. This together with the wish for cen-
tralization was the reasons to change system (CFO, 2006-05-09). However, as the financial 
manager says:  

“it is a bit simplifying to say that we have changed system. We have not only changed 
system, but all financial routines, way of working, how our processes look like” 
(2006-05-09). 
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All the respondents said that the decision to change system didn’t have anything to do with 
the IPO that Alpha went through at the same time. The decision to change system came 
before the decision to go public. As seen later on the IPO came rather unfortunately from 
the system change’s point of view. The decision to change system was taken in the top 
management, but the CFO was the one who promoted it.  

There was not any particular analyze of the organization that led to the change of system, 
but more the experienced dissatisfaction with the existing systems. It was something that 
evolved naturally. After the decision to change system was made Alpha conducted a sys-
tematically evaluation of about ten different systems. They had beforehand put up a list 
with certain criteria they saw as important and thereafter looked at how the systems met 
those. They looked at brochures and talked with the suppliers over the phone (CFO, 2006-
05-09). At this stage the systems that couldn’t deal with a company of Alpha’s size were de-
leted from the selection (financial manager, 2006-05-09). Together with an external con-
sultant they then matched their criteria with the different systems in order to see which one 
suited them best. In a second stage of the evaluation process they narrowed down the 
number of alternatives to five. Those were studied more thoroughly and the suppliers pre-
sented their systems in person. Those alternatives were later narrowed down to three and 
then finally one system was chosen (CFO, 2006-05-09). Along the evaluation process eve-
ryone at the accounting department was involved and they said what it was that they 
wanted from the system and what was required (employee Y, 2006-05-09).  

When the CFO was asked whether it was the technical components of the different sys-
tems or how well they would fit into Alpha that was the factor that the choice of system 
were based on, he answered that most of the systems are similar technical wise. Most of 
them are good and Alpha would do fine with any of them. The technical components were 
not the most important factor, but how well it suited Alpha in terms of that the system 
could produce what they wanted in the way they wanted it. However no analyze on the or-
ganizational culture or the structure of the company was made before the evaluation proc-
ess (CFO, 2006-05-09). Employee Y says that: 

“user-friendliness and functionality was our focus” (2006-05-09). 

4.2 Implementation process 

According to the CFO the first stage in the implementation process was to follow a de-
tailed plan on how the reporting should be structured and it was plenty of work to translate 
the old codes and models into the new system. The second stage was to integrate the new 
system with other systems. As the CEO mentions (see below) there are other systems than 
X (which is the assumed name of the new system) operating in Alpha. The ambition was to 
integrate those with the new management accounting system. With the old system there 
were several routines between the systems that had to be carried out manually and those 
Alpha wanted to automatize. This process, connecting the different systems with each 
other, also took a lot of time. Along the way there has also been a need to keep in mind 
what kind of reports it is that Alpha wants. What reports do Alpha need and how should 
they be designed? Also the cost allocation problem mentioned earlier has resulted in a lot 
of work. How should the cost of a product be calculated and what different additional 
costs are there? And when finally a model is created on how it all should be calculated it 
has to be integrated with the other systems (CFO, 2006-05-09). 
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Employee Y has a similar view on how the implementation process progressed. She says 
that in the beginning there was a lot of work with going through all the existing routines 
and integrations with other systems, to see if there were any specific routine that required a 
special process. This process was then repeated for each country. The project group has 
worked with a consultant from the supplier in order to go through every process and test 
them. A lot of time and effort was put into testing and verifying that everything was correct 
(2006-05-09).  

Alpha has had a project group consisting of five persons that has been responsible for the 
implementation process. In the project group the financial manager was in charge (em-
ployee Y, 2006-05-09). Employee Y was hired in order to work fulltime with the change 
project and she was also involved in the analyze phase when the different systems were 
evaluated (CFO, 2006-05-09). She was together with a colleague responsible for the bigger 
parts of the projects. They have also had an assistant who has helped them to test the sys-
tem. In addition to that one person from the IT department has always been present (em-
ployee Y, 2006-05-09). However, along the project they have, for different reasons, been 
forced to change the involved person from the IT department six times, of which em-
ployee Z was one of them (employee Z, 2006-05-22). Along this process they have been 
working with an external consultant from the supplier. Alpha started to use the new system 
on April 1st 2005 in Sweden (financial manager, 2006-05-09). The process with informing 
everyone in the company about the change has been long (employee Y, 2006-05-09). They 
started by informing the top management and then the rest of the head-office in Gothen-
burg. After that employee Y and some others went around to the stores and informed 
them about the change and how it would affect them (financial manager, 2006-05-09).  

The project group had an original time schedule but it has been revised and changed along 
the way. The original plan was that Sweden should be up and running in April 2005 and the 
subsidiaries soon afterwards. This has been an ongoing process throughout the whole year. 
Finland and Åland started in July and Norway started in January 2006, but with some de-
lays (employee Y, 2006-05-09).   

When the CFO was asked who he thought was associated with the change among the em-
ployees he said that he was unsure. He is the one who has been promoted the change in 
the top management and is responsible for the decision, but the financial manager is the 
one who has been running the project and by that given the change process a face. So he 
thinks that people associate both the CFO and the financial manager with the change 
(CFO, 2006-05-09).  

No one in the project group or in the accounting department had any previous experience 
of working with the new system. Employee Y has gone through an education in the basic 
knowledge of X and she has also been working a lot practically with the system together 
with the supplier in order to get the system up and running. The employees have been edu-
cated in the new system by the project group, which she says can be both an advantage and 
a disadvantage. The project group thought that this was the best way to go since they 
wanted the employees to learn Alpha’s routines and not the system in itself. Afterwards the 
project group has however realized that there had been a desire from the employees to also 
participate in some sort of external education in X. There has been education for the em-
ployees that are allowed to approve invoices, both in the head-office and in the stores at 
common meetings. This has been done in all the countries; Sweden, Norway and Finland. 
The stores have been very satisfied with this new system using electronic invoices. It is 
much simpler to approve invoices now and since they can see their invoices after the ap-
proval as well it is easier for them to keep track of their expenses. The overall impression is 
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that there was very few that felt that it was hard to learn the new way to do it (employee Y, 
2006-05-09).  

The financial manager says that this project has affected the whole company, but to very 
different degrees. The employees in the accounting department are the ones who have 
been most affected since for them it was a radical change, not only the system change, but 
also all their routines. One thing that has affected a lot of people is that Alpha has gone 
from using paper invoices to using electronic invoices. Also the financial reports that peo-
ple in Alpha are receiving look a bit different and that affects people too (financial man-
ager, 2006-05-09). 

The CFO agrees that many people have been affected by the change of system, even if 
some of them only to a slighter degree. What he thinks have affected most people is the 
change to handling invoices electronically. As mentioned above the stores earlier got their 
invoices by the mail in paper form and now they get them by e-mail and process them on-
line. Most of the people in the stores have no experience working with computers so for 
them it has been a change. And even though most people today are accustomed to use 
computers there are some that have never looked at one before. The CFO said that it was 
important to remember this gap in computer skills and have the necessary education (2006-
05-09).  

Employee Y stresses the importance of creating insight for all persons involved. To really 
make them see what they can get out of the change and how they benefit from it. It is also 
important to create commitment. This commitment can be created in different ways de-
pending on who the person is. When they for example educated the employees in the 
stores they used a reference group, which answered questions on what they thought was 
good and what was not. In the accounting department the main purpose was to make them 
feel comfortable and safe with the new system. As employee Y puts it:  

“you should create understanding for everyone” (2006-05-09). 

4.3 Barriers to change 

According to the financial manager there have in general been positive responses to the 
change. However, as she puts it: 

“there is always an inherent resistance to all change” (2006-05-09).  

The CFO has a similar opinion. He says that even though he didn’t feel that there was any 
particular resistance to the change:  

“you always become slightly worried when you are doing new things, it is human” 
(2006-05-09).  

For instance, a new routine as approving invoices electronically is very simple, and most of 
the employees realized this very quickly. However, the financial manager points out that it 
is important not to underestimate how much a change of this size affects the employees. It 
creates a lot of anxiety and uncertainty. It is hard to go through a change like this, but they 
are starting to feel that it is coming around and getting better. She believes the project has 
made them stronger (2006-05-09). 

According to employee Y, Alpha has gotten very good help from the external consultant 
that they have been working with. But she stresses that the responsibility of verifying that 



 Empirical findings 

 27

everything is correct is up to Alpha themselves. It is a lot of hard work to verify and test 
that everything is correct and it takes a lot of time. And it is important to get the employees 
committed to the tasks, to really get them on board on this new project. To make them feel 
comfortable with the new systems and routines, what they are supposed to do in the future. 
Employee Y thinks that they could have done a better job in engaging the employees 
(2006-05-09). However: 

“It is really hard to do; it takes a lot of effort” (financial manager, 2006-05-09).  

All employees have a lot of work in their regular duties and therefore it is hard to get them 
to practice to work in the new system. It is like saying to the employees that:  

“well, now you have to practice your new tasks, which are basically the same, but you 
have to do them in another way” (employee Y, 2006-05-09).  

At the accounting department the change took more time than what was first thought. 
Some of the employees there had difficulties with taking up all new things. It involved as 
mentioned above a lot of practising and they had to practise both systematically, but also 
play with the system. The CFO says that the financial manager had to spend much time on 
that and she had to order the employees to actually learn the system. But he doesn’t think 
that the employees in the accounting department actually were opposed to the change in 
question, but that it in fact is hard to change as a rule (2006-05-09).  

At one point during the interview it was mentioned that the accounting department had to 
think in a new way. When asked if there had been any concerns from their side, employee 
Y confirmed that this in fact was the case. Some things were not communicated since it 
was not yet official, such as that the accounting would be transferred from the other coun-
tries to Sweden. This lead to an uncertainty about if people would be laid off. And even if it 
always was communicated that no one would be laid off, this concern was hard to get rid 
off. Another thing that has created implications is that some of the people in the account-
ing department have been working there for a very long time. They know the routines and 
as employee Y says:  

“the older you get, the harder it is to change”.  

However, now employees have begun to realize the benefits of the change, as they have 
learned new things and realized that it is getting faster to do it in this new system as op-
posed to the old one. But employee Y stresses that this is a process that has to take it’s 
time. She says that:  

“It is easy to put the blame on, well it is the new system’s fault, but often it is the hu-
man herself and many processing mistakes and it is important to teach them to do it 
right” (2006-05-09). 

The coordination has sometimes been somewhat difficult. According to the financial man-
ager the technical side has from time to time been hindering the implementation. When the 
project group has wanted to do certain things it has sometimes been hard to get the techni-
cal part to work. She says that it is important to involve the right persons and that can be 
rather difficult, but it is something you learn along the way. A project like this involves a lot 
of technology and the IT department has to be involved a lot. And they have other work to 
do to and can not have all their focus on the accounting department (financial manager,  
2006-05-09). The project group has had some problems with engaging the IT department 
in the change. The old system was based on Oracle and the new system is Microsoft based, 
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using SQL Server. And according to employee Y this was an environment they did not feel 
at home with and did to some extent not want to learn it either. Even so, throughout the 
whole implementation the project group has had help from a member from the IT depart-
ment, but there have been different people at different times. Some of them have been 
educated in SQL Server. However, she says that they now have found a person from the IT 
department that is really committed to the project and brings up new ideas and that is im-
portant. Earlier, too much IT related material has landed on the accounting department 
and the project group, which they can not handle since they do not have the right skills 
(employee Y, 2006-05-09). The financial manager agrees that they have had some problems 
technology wise and that it has not been a smooth process, but what they have learned 
along the way is that it is important to get dedicated people from the IT department and 
that they themselves should select someone who will be working with the project group in 
the change process (financial manager, 2006-05-09).  

What has previously been said is confirmed by the CEO. He says that at that department 
the implementation caused some resistance. As employee Y said they had before the 
change worked with a system that was based on Oracle and the new system is based on 
Microsoft’s SQL Server. This made them feel threatened and they became defensive. They 
got the feeling that they either had to learn something they didn’t know or be replaced by 
new people, two choices that they were not very convenient with. When asked on how this 
was dealt with, the CEO says that the IT department was run over instead of convinced of 
the benefits of the new systems. He further states that it is not the optimal way of solving a 
problem since you don’t get the employees behind you in that way (CEO, 2006-05-08). 
Employee Z says that SQL Server is pretty much an unfamiliar territory for the IT depart-
ment and Oracle is the preferred platform and many other systems within Alpha is still 
Oracle-based. He adds that at the time for the decision of the change the CFO was the 
manager for the IT department’s manager and he was one of those who promoted the 
change the most and this made the IT department feel a bit run over (employee Z, 2006-
05-22).  

However, employee Z has a different opinion on what the resistance from the IT depart-
ment was based on. According to him it was not the fact that the new system was based on 
SQL Server, but the fact that the project group wanted to implement X as a central ERP 
(enterprise resource planning) from an economic perspective. He says that:  

“some people have maybe misunderstood and thought that this was a computer geek 
thing, that Oracle enthusiasts hates SQL Server and the other way around but that is 
not the case”. 

He states further that a lot of time was spent on to decide how the management accounting 
system would be constructed, and then just before the implementation begun it was de-
cided to change the ERP as well,  

“which was rather naive at that time” (employee Z, 2006-05-22).  

The CFO confirms that the IT department has had problems adjusting to the new system, 
which they didn’t have the right competence for. He still thinks they made the right deci-
sion though since:  

“for me the technical prerequisites come in second place”.  

It is more important to find the system that suits Alpha best, what suits their operations. If 
they lack the right competence they will have to acquire it. He also stresses that SQL Server 
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is not a dying technique and is therefore stabile and reliable. The CFO further says that it is 
important that the IT department is allowed to have their opinion in decisions of this im-
portance, but that they are not the ones that should make the final decisions. The IT per-
sonnel have got some education on SQL Server, but the CFO says that they are far from 
being any specialist on the subject. As Alpha gets most of the support they need from the 
supplier he doesn’t see a problem in this (CFO, 2006-05-09). Employee Z agrees with the 
CFO and says that their knowledge about X and SQL Server is very basic but that they get 
very good help from the supplier (employee Z, 2006-05-22). 

The CFO says that there were also problems with the coordination of the sales-offices over 
the borders. The sales-offices in two of the countries opposed the changed with the result 
that it took more time than needed. One of the countries was lobbying internally within the 
company in order to prevent the centralization while the other was quieter in their critique. 
What they felt was that they lost competence in their office. The CFO explains this by stat-
ing that a subsidiary always wants to have some independency from it’s parent company. 
He says that Alpha themselves experienced the same thing when they were owned by an-
other comapny. Even if the offices in the countries outside of Sweden feel that they are a 
part of Alpha’s organization they want to be as independent as possible. When the report 
production was removed from the sales-offices they experienced a loss of independence, 
both symbolical and actual. So the reason why they opposed the change is according to the 
CFO both rational and emotional (2006-05-09). 

When the CFO was asked whether there was anyone who had any experience working with 
X or had any experience with any other system implementation he answered that it wasn’t. 
The financial manager in Norway had experience of changing system, but when she joined 
the project group the system was already running in Sweden and about to be implemented 
in Norway. Seen afterwards, this is something that the CFO believes has been missing in 
the project. 

 “That would definitely have been an advantage. Both […] someone who had lots of 
knowledge about X in itself as a system, because it is pretty hard to learn a new sys-
tem, but also someone who had more experience in changing systems in itself”.  

He states that all the people who lead the project except himself lacked experience, and he 
wasn’t involved in the practical work with the implementation (CFO, 2006-05-09).  

4.4 Concluding thoughts 

When asked if they are satisfied with the new system the Financial Manager says:  

“You can say that you get more and more satisfied. You see more and more of the up-
sides. We have been through a swamp you know” (2006-05-09).  

The employees have started to feel safer with the new system, especially the employees in 
the accounting department. They had to learn how to use the new system and the new rou-
tines, which in a way is a whole new way of thinking. The new system gives a lot more op-
tions and it is important to find the optimal way of working with it and that everyone does 
it in quite the same way in order to achieve efficiency (employee Y, 2006-05-09). 

This new system is meant to be able to produce more reports in different forms, but there 
is still a lot of work to be done. The reports that they produce from the system right now is 
just a replacement for the ones that they produced in the old system, but it is already lots of 
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more possibilities to analyze the data (financial manager, 2006-05-09). When the CFO was 
asked whether he thought the reports had become better or not after the change, he said 
that some things had improved and others had not. At the moment Alpha is at about the 
same level as before. He puts weight on the fact that a project of this size takes time, espe-
cially organizing all the routines. One reason to that it has taken a long time is that the im-
plementation of the new system was carried through at the same time as the centralization 
of the accounting department. Also the IPO has it’s part of the delay as the employees in 
the accounting department got a heavy burden. He says that from the system change’s 
point of view the IPO should have been put on hold for a year as it required the same re-
sources. That is one reason to that Alpha’s reporting standard is at the same level now as 
before the change. They have not had the time to sit down with all the users and explain 
for them how the system works. Not until then can they use the system at it’s full capacity. 
He stresses the fact that there is still much work before the new system is fully imple-
mented. He says however that: 

 “it is not because of limitations of the system that they didn’t know of, but simply 
that they have had too much to do” (CFO, 2006-05-09).  

The implementation in Sweden was quite simple. Finland was a bit more difficult and it 
came a little too soon after Sweden. It did not turn out as well as they wanted it to be. On 
the other hand the implementation in Norway went much better. And as employee Y said: 

 “you learn from each project and we have had participation from each country as well”.  

From each implementation process you see what went wrong and learn from it, so that the 
same mistake will not be repeated in the next country (employee Y, 2006-05-09).  

When asked if they had a purpose to save time and money with the change the Financial 
Manager replied that they have put a lot of effort in qualitative improvements. How they 
should be able to get more out of the system and improve the routines. But these two im-
provements will in the long run also save time. There have been calculations on the costs, 
but the Financial Manager stresses that it takes a long time for a project like this to break 
even financially wise. First and foremost the change has to be done and then you have to 
learn how to work more effectively. But they do have a calculation on this (financial man-
ager, 2006-05-09).   

The CEO is far from satisfied with the implementation. He says that the implementation 
process of a new system requires an incredible amount of work (CEO, 2006-05-08). Em-
ployee Z agrees on that the project was too big for the time schedule they had. Especially 
the cost allocation problem already mentioned took much more time to solve than was first 
thought (employee Z, 2006-05-22). The ideas that a new system should run parallel to the 
old system is not possible in real life. Alpha sells approximately 150 000 products each day 
and has more than 250 stores. It is a lot of information that has to be processed and all this 
occur seven days a week all year long. It is not possible to stop one system in order to im-
plement another one. 

 “You have to shift into some sort of zipper model, so that you can go from one to another. 
You can’t either do the big bomb variant. It is too much risk in that” (CEO, 2006-05-
08).  

He states further that one reason to the failure or problems with implementations is the 
suppliers’ of the systems. They fail to inform the buying companies about what it takes to 
implement a system and how much it costs. It is also some complications with buying 
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standardized systems. The advantages are that they usually are well developed and they 
have good support since they have so many users. The disadvantages are however that they 
don’t take any consideration in that all companies are unique.  

“Sometimes they can even destroy the soul in a company”. 

The CEO’s conclusion is that it takes more time than planned to implement a new system. 
High skilled employees try their hardest to learn a new system and no one has said how 
much efforts it requires. Even the smallest change requires a lot of effort. And when it is 
done in the middle of a year it is even harder. He claims that Alpha failed to identify this. 
The implementation took more time and required more resources than was first thought. 
However, he also says that the IPO came unfortunately for the project group. It required 
the same resources that the implementation did and when the decision was taken to change 
system no one knew that the company would be issued on the stock exchange (CEO, 
2006-05-08). 

In Alpha’s case it is also important to know that there as mentioned before are several 
other systems operating, independently from their management accounting system. Espe-
cially the already mentioned cost allocation problem complicates things. He says that 
someone at Alpha thought that the new system would solve this problem, but that he had 
hard to see that. That a new system was needed is without questioning according to the 
CEO, but he doesn’t think that the new system was the best solution. The distribution cen-
tre for example had big problems putting the system into action. Implementing a new sys-
tem in something that already doesn’t work properly only makes things worse. He nonethe-
less makes it clear that the issue of changing system or not has been highly debated within 
the company (CEO, 2006-05-08).  

If there had been a chance to do the whole process all over again there are things that they 
would have done differently (employee Y, 2006-05-09). The financial manager agrees and 
concludes that they have learned a lot along the way, but they are far from finished and 
there are still things left to do. However the time schedule they set up in the beginning of 
the project was not very well balanced and realistic if one looks back. This is something 
you learn throughout the process. The financial manager also stresses the importance of 
checking with other companies. There are often other companies that are doing the same 
type of change and also have the same type of problems.  

“It is like inventing the wheel over and over again, and that is something that you 
should not have to do”. 

It is very helpful to find a company in the same situation and communicate with them in 
order to help each other. Alpha found a company that operates in a different market who 
was going through the same type of change as Alpha and which they exchanged experi-
ences with (financial manager, 2006-05-09). 

One thing the CFO would have done differently if he would do the project again was to 
have more resources centrally at the head-office. He says that the financial manager got a 
heavy burden having both her ordinary duties and working with the implementation. He 
points out that a financial manager always has to be involved in a project like this, but 
maybe in Alpha’s case she could have been released from some of the responsibilities 
(CFO, 2006-05-09).  
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As is seen above the CEO is far from pleased with the way the new system was imple-
mented. In projects of this size you need someone really good with experience, who has 
done the same thing ten times before.  

“When you are going into something like this you […] must be humble enough to 
admit that you need a really good project leader”. 

In Alpha’s case the project group consisted of people without any experience. The only 
ones who had done anything similar were the Norwegian office and the CEO claims that 
they were not listened to (CEO, 2006-05-08). 
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5 Analysis 

The authors will now analyze the empirical findings with help from their theoretical framework. As the fo-
cus of this thesis lays on the barriers to change, that is were most of the energy will be placed. However, in 
order to give the reader the whole picture of the change process in Alpha the authors will also see to the other 
parts of Kasurinen’s model as well. 

5.1 Advancing forces of change 

The advancing forces of change that can be found in Kasurinen’s (2002) change model are 
motivators, catalysts and facilities. As we saw in the empirical findings there was no exter-
nal influence on Alpha’s decision to change system. There was more of a felt dissatisfaction 
with the old systems that lay behind the decision. In addition to that there was the desire to 
centralize the accounting functions. It was further on the CFO who was pushing for the 
change in the management group. The dissatisfaction with the old systems is an example of 
a motivator since it influenced the change in a general matter. The striving for centraliza-
tion and the CFO’s push for change are however more directly linked to the change and 
are therefore the catalysts in this case. The facilities in the studied case must be the IT staff 
since they were necessary for the change to take place. They would in line with what is said 
about facilities not have been sufficient for a change to occur as they lack the power to 
propose a change of that size. The individual leaders in Kasurinen’s (2002) model are in 
Alpha’s case constituted by the CFO and the financial manager. They were the persons that 
promoted the change and drove the process forward. Left of the advancing forces of 
change is the momentum of change, i.e. the expectation of the change to continuously pro-
ceed. In this case the momentum of change is characterized by the project group. They had 
the implementation of the change as their main task and employee Y was hired to work full 
time with the implementation. They have made sure that the change project has kept mov-
ing, even during the period of the IPO. Below is a summary of the advancing forces of 
change. 

 

Figure 3 Summary of the advancing forces of change 
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5.2 Confusers 

Confusers are characterised by that they cause a disruption in the change process and that 
they increase the uncertainty in the project. Seen to the empirical findings, the part of the 
implementation that best fits under this description is when the change was implemented 
in the accounting department. The change took more time there than what was first 
thought and there was anxiety and uncertainty in the department. The employees there had 
difficulties with taking up all new things and had to spend much time practising the new 
system. At some times the financial manager had to force them to actually learn the system. 
All this bares a resemblance with Strebel’s (1996) ideas. Seen through the eyes of his theory 
it is quite understandable that the employees saw the change as something “intrusive and 
disruptive” as it took time from their regular duties.  

Of the three dimensions of personal compacts that Strebel (1996) mentions it seems like 
the psychological and the social dimension might have been evaded in Alpha’s case, but 
not the formal. Looking at the employees in the accounting department, their tasks and re-
sponsibilities has not changed with the new system and they still have the same salary (at 
least what the authors know of). What however may have changed are the psychological 
and social dimensions. As seen in Strebel’s (1996) theory the psychological dimension is 
built on trust and dependency between the employees and the employer. The fact that the 
employees were afraid that people would be laid off indicates that some of their trust had 
begun to sway. This feeling increased the uncertainty of the project. The social dimension 
were also visible in Alpha, but to a slighter degree. Things were after the change done in a 
new way and routines were to a higher degree computerized. The employees seem to have 
taken this in a good way, but the CEO stresses the danger with implementing a new system 
by stating that  

“sometimes they can even destroy the soul in a company”. 

There is accordingly big resemblance with Strebel’s (1996) theory in Alpha’s change proc-
ess. This is not odd since Strebel’s (1996) theory pretty much deals with what can be seen 
as the “general feelings” about change, namely how people act when they are facing a 
change. This is probably what the CFO and the financial manager are referring to when 
they speak about the inherent resistance to all changes and the fact that you become wor-
ried when you are doing new things. What is interesting with Strebel’s (1996) theory is 
however that by using it you can go beyond this general assumption and find the root to it. 
That is after all the purpose with a study about resistance to change. To find the roots of it. 

Argyris and Kaplan (1994) talk about a two-step process to reduce the resistance to change 
within a company. The first step is education and sponsorship. In this step it is important 
to educate the employees about the change and to have key employees to promote it and 
through this make the employees understand the change and what they will benefit from it. 
The decision to make the change in Alpha was taken in the top management where it was 
promoted by the CFO. They then put a project group together that has been working with 
the analysing before the change and also with the implementation process. When the pro-
ject group had decided what type of system they wanted to use they started the implemen-
tation process by first informing the top management. Thereafter they informed the rest of 
the company about the change and how it would affect them. However, there were some 
problems during the information process, due to the fact that not all was communicated as 
well as it could have been due to that some things at that time were not yet official. This 
lead to an uncertainty, especially within the accounting department, that people would be 
laid off. This type of concerns is quite hard to get rid off when it has started to spread 
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among the employees. The conclusion that can be drawn from this is that if the employees 
would have been informed better and at an earlier time, much of the uncertainty could 
have been avoided. As we have seen though, this was not possible in Alpha’s case. 

This approach that Alpha has used is in line with the education and sponsorship stages in 
Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) theory. However, in their theory they stress the importance to 
have a sponsor that has a key role in the company. This person will become a champion 
for the change and promote it in the organisation. It is important for this person to recruit 
more champions within the organisation that also promote the change. In Alpha you get 
the feeling that there has been an evident lack of these kinds of champions. The CFO was 
unsure if there where any particular person that where associated with the change. That 
gave the change a face. However, he was the one promoting the change in the top man-
agement and the financial manager is the one who has been running the project, so they 
where probably the faces of the change to the company. The general feeling that you get is 
that there is a lot of uncertainty about the change and who in fact was the associated face 
to the project. The respondents tended to have very different views on how the project had 
developed and what was good or bad. Maybe if there had been a clearer sponsor, the proc-
ess could have gone better. He/she could have helped the employees to get rid of their un-
certainty and created a positive feeling about the change. 

As a third stage in Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) education and sponsorship process there is 
the alignment of incentives. Here it is the main purpose to make the people in the organisa-
tion accept and even encourage the change through using different kinds of organisational 
enablers. They also talk about internal and external commitment. Employee Y pointed out 
the importance of creating insight for the employees, and this is something that the project 
group has tried to work on. To make the employees see the benefits that they get from the 
change and make them committed to the change. This commitment to the change is what 
Argyris and Kaplan (1994) refers to as internal commitment. To make the employees feel 
more personal responsibility for the change and not just something that has been brought 
upon them from the management. Maybe then the members of the accounting department 
would have put more energy on learning the new system. The project group thinks that 
they have put a lot of effort in trying to commit the employees to the change and also to 
make them feel safe with the new routines, however they admit that this could have been 
done better.  

“It is really hard to do, it takes a lot of effort” (financial manager, 2006-05-09).  

One department where they have failed to create internal commitment is the IT depart-
ment. As the CEO said, the solution on how to overcome the IT staff’s resistance was to 
run them over, and as he said, that is not good if you want to get them over on your side. 
The fact that the person from the IT department that was included in the project group 
changed six times might add to this. If it had been more consistent and one person had 
been involved from the beginning to the end, this person might have been more positive to 
the project and even persuaded other people at that department to accept the change. 

In Argyris and Kaplan (1994) the education and sponsorship process is just the first step, 
thereafter comes the second process which aims to create internal commitment. Here it is 
important to not just tell the employees that the new system is good, but to let them ex-
periment with the new system and find out for themselves. In this stage it is important to 
create an environment where they feel that they can make mistakes during the experimenta-
tion. In the accounting department at Alpha it was important to get the employees to prac-
tice the new system systematically, but also to play with it so that they really learned the 
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new system. This is in line with Argyris’ and Kaplan’s (1994) idea that employees must be 
motivated to work with the new system and routines without having the fear of making 
mistakes and feeling embarrassed.  Since the employees have a lot of regular duties it has 
been difficult to make them practice in the new system and there has been somewhat of a 
resistance to taking up all this new things. And when something has gone wrong the system 
has taken the blame. The financial manager had in some cases even had to order the em-
ployees to practice the new system. As the implementation process has proceeded, more 
and more of the employees have started to realize the benefits with the new system. As 
they learn new things they also realizes that their work go faster to do in the new system. 
But this is something that has taken time and effort to achieve.  

What the authors want to show here is not that Alpha should have followed Argyris’ and 
Kaplan’s (1994) strategy, but the fact that by not following it the project has met some re-
sistance. Some of the uncertainty that the employees experienced could have been avoided 
and the implementation could have gone faster and smoother. A critique against Argyris’ 
and Kaplan’s (1994) theory is that it underestimates the costs of an implementation. Most 
companies that are changing for example their management accounting system has to do 
this with limited resources on a short time schedule. This was made clear by the CEO. On 
the other hand, the theory makes an important contribution to Kasurinen’s (2002) change 
model, since it helps the researcher to understand some of the resistance that exists to 
change.  

5.3 Frustrators 

One department that the project group especially had problems with was the IT depart-
ment. This change project required as the financial manager said a lot of support from the 
IT staff. She also mentions that when they at some times wanted to do certain things it was 
hard to get the technical part to work. The reason behind this can be found in Roberts’ and 
Silvester’s (1996) definition of structural barriers, namely the problem of the interdepend-
ence and cross-functionality of activities. A decision in the change process seldom affects 
only one department, but often two, three and four. It is important that all those work with 
the same ambition and that they have the same goals. In Alpha’s case the IT staff didn’t 
have the right competence for the new system and they were not eager to learn it either. 
The CEO mentions that the IT department resisted the change. They felt threatened and 
became defensive towards the project. This comprises some of Markus’ & Pfeffer’s (1983) 
view of structural barriers as well. The IT staff feared that they would see a shift in the 
power distribution to their disadvantage. If Alpha starts to use a system which the IT staff 
don’t know how to support, they will have to buy external consultancy every time they get 
complications with the system. That means the IT staff get a less important role than if the 
company would depend on them that the system works. Interesting here is that the IT de-
partment in Alpha doesn’t have much power. At some degree they had power over the re-
sources, since the project group was relying on their knowledge to make the new system 
work. However, it is today not hard to buy this service from a consultant instead (which 
Alpha has done). As seen above the IT department was run over when they resisted the 
change. If they would have had a stronger bargaining position maybe their resistance would 
have had a heavier effect on the project. According to Markus’ and Pfeffer’s (1983) theory 
it is not however necessary that the people that are affected by the change has a powerful 
position in order for them to resist. What is more important is that they lose power. Even 
departments with a low degree of power can face a negative shift in the power distribution. 
As Markus and Pfeffer (1983) write, accounting and control systems are related to power 
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because they are used to affect individuals’ performance and individuals or units can gain 
or lose authority when they get access or are denied access to those systems. Interesting 
here is that employee Z denied that the IT staff felt threatened. The reason to this is proba-
bly that he is only one out of six people from that department that has been involved in the 
project group. Probably others felt differently, since the other respondents felt that this was 
the case.  

Another field of resistance that can be traced to structural barriers are the difficulties with 
integrating the sales-offices. In two of the countries the sales-offices resisted the centraliza-
tion with the result that the project took more time than was thought. In one of the cases 
they even lobbied internally in order to prevent the change from taking place. Hence, they 
tried to suppress the change project, just like Kasurinen (2002) writes that frustrators do. 
The root to their resistance was according to the CFO that they feared to lose their inde-
pendency. Both symbolically, as a part of their organization was removed, and actually as 
they lost one of their responsibilities. As with the IT department this can be compared to 
what Markus and Pfeffer (1983) write about power distribution. They feared that they 
would lose some of their independency against their parent company and therefore lose 
some of their power. Important to recognise is also that the sales-offices have been work-
ing rather independently for quite a few years. It is not then hard to see then that they try 
to suppress the change when this relationship appears to alter.  

Employee Y says that  

“the older you get, the harder it is to change”  

, in relation to that some of the employees at the accounting department who had worked 
there for a long time had hard to change. They knew the previous routines and were accus-
tomed to them. This is linked to the problems with the company’s structure that Roberts 
and Silvester (1996) write about. When employees are faced with uncertain and complex 
situations they rely on rules of thumb. These rules eventually become the structure of a 
company. Finally, in a change situation these rules of thumb can become a barrier. Al-
though it seems that this has not been a big problem in Alpha’s case it has nevertheless 
been present and it is important to recognise that. As has been mentioned the change 
didn’t mean a big change for the employees. Perhaps in more revolting change situations 
these rules of thumbs can be a bigger barrier. That this barrier has not been that big in Al-
pha can also depend on that they have dealt with it in the right way. This is however less 
likely, according to Roberts’ & Silvester’s (1996) theory, since many of the points in Rob-
erts’ and Silvester’s (1996) strategy for a successful change is not fulfilled. For example, the 
first three points, interdependent environment, security and legitimacy seem to have little in 
common with Alpha’s change implementation. The organization had not previously been 
completing a change implementation and had therefore not a change spirit. The employees 
felt threatened that they might lose their jobs and hence were not secure. Finally, as men-
tioned above, the change lacked a strong leader that the employees identified the change 
with and therefore lacked in legitimacy. It seems then more likely that the fact that the rules 
of thumb in Alpha made only a smaller degree of resistance has more to do with the fact 
that the change was not that revolting than that the change process followed Roberts’ and 
Silvester’s (1996) strategy for a successful change. 
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5.4 Delayers 

There seemed to be some problems during the implementation that had to do with the sys-
tem in question. Employee Y mentions that going through all the routines and testing the 
new system took a lot of time. This was not because of any resistance however, but only 
because of the fact that putting in a new system requires a lot of effort and practical work. 
Hence these problems were related to the system that was implemented. Also the choice to 
go over to handling invoices electronically may have created some delaying barriers. Espe-
cially the people who didn’t have any computer experience have caused a delay in the pro-
ject. In order to be able to use the new system they had to undergo some education on 
computer skills. This delay was however brief, as is the case with Kasurinen’s (2002) cate-
gory of delayers. 

They mainly occurred during the initial stage of the implementation and can be said to have 
caused a delay in the change process. However they don’t need much further explanation, 
since they are hard to avoid anyway. When you choose to implement a system that is 
bought in you have to accept the fact that some difficulties will follow it.  
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6 Conclusions 

What the authors have tried to do so far is to see how a management accounting change, in a different con-
text than a balanced scorecard implementation, fits into Kasurinen’s change model and if the model needs to 
be revised. In this chapter the authors will try to answer this question.  

The aim with this thesis is not decide whether the change in Alpha was implemented suc-
cessfully or not. Nor has a definition been made on what constitutes a “successful” change. 
What however is clear in this case is that the change process have met some resis-
tance/barriers to change. The task now is to see whether Kasurinen’s (2002) change model 
is appropriate to use in order to explain this resistance.  

The authors have found evidence of all three types of barriers Kasurinen (2002) mentions, 
which are confusers, frustrators and delayers.  

The confusers that have been found in this case were for example evident in the account-
ing department. Employees there saw the change as something intrusive and disruptive 
which caused a lot of uncertainty and at some times disrupted the change process. There 
was also some uncertainty there if people would lose their jobs, which can be seen as a fail-
ure in the information stage proposed by Argyris and Kaplan (1994). So far the resistance 
Alpha met are equal to Kasurinen’s (2002) definition of confusers and this seems to 
strengthen the motivation for following his categorization of barriers. When talking about 
confusers however, there is a difficulty with the fact that the theoretical framework it is 
based on is constituted by two normative articles. They deal more with a strategy for a 
change than the actual resistance to change. What the authors have done here is that they 
have compared Alpha’s implementation strategy with the ones stated by Strebel (1996) and 
Argyris & Kaplan (1994), and then tried to explain the problems Alpha have had seen to 
that difference in strategy.  

The authors also saw evidence of what Kasurinen (2002) explains as frustrators. These 
were easier to put the finger on, which probably is a result of the fact that the theories be-
hind frustrators is more concrete than the theories behind confusers. There were for ex-
ample a barrier in this case that was related to the IT department which had its roots in the 
problem with interdependence and cross-functionality of activities that is mentioned in 
Roberts’ and Silvester’s (1996) article. Their resistance can also be traced to the Markus’ 
and Pfeffer’s (1983) article and their idea that when the change shifts the power distribu-
tion it is likely to meet resistance. Thirdly, the integration of the sales-offices met resistance. 
This can as well be compared to Markus’ and Pfeffer’s (1983) view of structural barriers. In 
one of the sale-offices they tried to suppress the change, just as Kasurinen (2002) explain 
that frustrators do.  

The authors have not spent much time explaining the delayers in this thesis, even though 
they were present and seem to be a big reason to why the project has taken longer time 
than it was supposed to. The reason to this is that the authors believe that although they 
will always be present, it will be hard to do much about them. It is hard to implement a 
new system and it will take time. What companies can do is however to reduce the prob-
abilities of resistance to the change, so that they can spend all their effort at learning the 
new system and its technical complexity. By saying this, the authors want to make it clear 
that the delayers are an important category of the barriers to change, but that they will not 
try to explain it further. 
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The authors can not however trace all problems during the implementation to Kasurinen’s 
(2002) categories of barriers. If you try to see the whole picture of the change process in 
Alpha it seems like the biggest barrier has been the lack of experience. No one in the pro-
ject group had any experience working with X before and no one had implemented another 
system before. The CEO also mentions that the project-leading in this project has been far 
from satisfying. This has obviously been hindering the change and it can not be labelled as 
either a confuser, frustrator or a delayer. One alternative to see it as a barrier is to see it as a 
facility (remember the advancing forces of change), but it would not be good either. Then 
it would mean that experience is seen as something necessary for the change to occur, 
which it is not. Another alternative, that is better, would be to put it in the box of leaders. 
The lack in experience and the inadequate project-leading resulted in that the leaders had 
difficulties with overcoming the barriers. The conclusion that can be drawn from this is 
that the lack in experience and the inadequate project-leading is not a barrier but rather a 
weakness in an advancing force of change. 

The fact that Alpha was issued on the stock exchange in the middle of the implementation 
was a major drawback for the project. It was mentioned that the two projects claimed the 
same resources which was unfortunate. This is one of reasons to why the change has taken 
longer time than was first thought. It leads us to a weakness with Kasurinen’s (2002) 
model. Namely that he excludes external factors from his model. The IPO was something 
that came unexpectedly for the project group and it was something that hindered the pro-
ject. This shows us that some barriers might arise that can’t be seen in advance, even when 
considering things such as structural barriers and different views within the company.   

The purpose with this thesis was to see if Kasurinen’s (2002) change model is applicable on 
another type of management accounting change (than the implementation of a balanced 
scorecard). The answer to this must be yes. The categories that Kasurinen (2002) has used 
to divide the barriers in are appropriate in this case as well. The roots of barriers can be 
traced if you know the form they have taken and vice versa. Maybe the role of the leaders 
could be given more consideration, but that part of the model is not the focus of this the-
sis. What the authors feel that could be added to the model is the acknowledgement of un-
expected factors that might occur. In Alpha’s case those came in the shape of an IPO, but 
the authors are sure there are several situations that could occur. In this case the IPO re-
quired the same resources as the change project, and so it had a hindering effect. Where the 
theoretical frame behind this factor could be taken from is hard to know and it is not the 
purpose of this thesis to establish this. Perhaps it is not even necessary with a theory to ex-
plain those unexpected factors, but enough to recognize their existence. Below is the re-
vised accounting change model based on the experiences in Alpha.  
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Figure 4 Revised accounting change model - Alpha 
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7 Final discussion 

In this final chapter the authors will describe their experiences of the work with this thesis and also give 
some suggestions for further research 

One thing that drew the authors’ attention during the interviews was how different the per-
ceptions on the outcomes of the change were between the different people. Some seemed 
to be very satisfied and others rather the opposite. This can be seen as rather strange, since 
they all talk about the same project and should have the same gauge. It was obvious that 
this was not the case. The authors also got the feeling during the interviews that some of 
the respondents were afraid to “speak freely” and easily became defensive. The reason to 
this is probably that the thesis deals with a subject that has a negative tone on it. Barriers to 
change sound like something very negative (which it off course is, but it is also something 
natural) and the respondents were probably afraid that the authors were looking for scape-
goats. When for example some of the respondents were asked if they had met any barriers 
during the process (the authors off course explained what they meant by barriers first) they 
answered that they had not, but along the interviews it was clear that they in fact had. This 
probably has to do with the fact that they associate the barriers to something negative. Per-
haps this is a weakness of the authors that they could not make the respondents feel safe 
and secure, and a more experienced researcher could have done this better. It has after-
wards come to the authors’ knowledge that it would have been better to ask more fact ori-
ented questions instead of going straight to the barriers. However, the authors did their 
best to get the information they wanted and they have tried not to be too subjective in their 
interpretations of the interviews.  

What the authors would have done differently if they had done the research all over again, 
is that they would have interviewed more persons that were affected by the change. The 
reason to why they did not do this now is that they simply did not have enough time. Peo-
ple that the authors afterwards feel they would have wanted to interviewed are especially 
the employees in the sales-offices, since much of the resistance occurred there. The authors 
also wanted to conduct an interview with someone in the accounting department, but un-
fortunately they were told that no one was available for this. 

The authors still believe that a case-study is the best method for a study like this. It enables 
you to get an insight in the change process which would be hard to get in a different 
method. When dealing with a negative subject (as explained above) there is a big possibility 
that you would miss the majority of the information if you used for example question-
naires. It is crucial that you are able to see the face expressions of the respondents and that 
you can ask follow-up questions. It is also easier to build a bond of trust when you meet re-
spondents face-to-face. 

Management accounting change is in the authors’ opinion an interesting field of study that 
is under development. There is accordingly many alternatives for future studies. One alter-
native could be to conduct a quantitative study on barriers to change, where the focus is on 
placing them under each of Kasurinen’s (2002) categories. This would be different kind of 
study and by doing that a better insight will be given on how common the different barriers 
are and what category seems to be of most importance. Besides that, more research is 
needed in order to test Kasurinen’s (2002) model, both in more companies and in more 
contexts. In order to be able to establish Kasurinen’s (2002) model as the ruling model in 
accounting change many more researches need to be performed.  
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Appendix 1 

Interview guide for the CEO 

Background for the change:  

Can you tell us a little bit about yourselves and your roles at Alpha? 

How is the organisation in Alpha built up? 

What was the reason for the change of your accounting information system? 

Who took the formal decision about the change? 

When did the change take place? 

Had the change of accounting information system had anything to do with the IPO? 

Was the new system created internally or is it a bought in system solution? 

Barriers to change 

In connection with the change has there been any type of delays or resistance of 
some sort? 

Concluding thoughts about the change: 

How did you personally see the change? 

Has the new system improved the reports?  

Are you satisfied with the new system? 
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Appendix 2 

Interview guide for the CFO 

Background for the change:  

Can you tell us a little bit about yourself and your role at Alpha? 

What was the reason for the change of your accounting information system? 

Who took the formal decision about the change? 

Had the change of accounting information system had anything to do with the IPO? 

Did the any analyses precede the decision to change the accounting information sys-
tem? 

What was the focus in the decision for the new system, technical performance or 
how well it would fit into Alpha as an organisation? 

Did any analysing of the organisation's structure or culture occur before the decision 
to change to the new system in order to see how the new system would be received 
and through this be able to do the change as smooth as possible?  

Implementation process:  

How was the implementation process, from that the decision was made to have it up 
and running? 

Who were affected by the change and how were they affected? 

Who do you think that the employees personified the change with? 

Was there anyone in the project group that had any experience on changing account-
ing systems? 

Was there anyone in the project group, the accounting department and the IT de-
partment that had any experience of the new system? 

Has there been any education in how to use the new system for the employees? 

Barriers to change: 

In connection with the change do you feel that there has been any type of delays time 
wise or resistance of some sort? 

Concluding thoughts about the change: 

If you had a chance to do the whole process all over again, is there anything that you 
would have done differently? 

Has the new system improved the reports?  

Are you satisfied with the new system? 
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Appendix 3 

Interview guide for the Financial Manager and employee Y 

Background for the change:  

Can you tell us a little bit about yourselves and your roles at Alpha? 

What was the reason for the change of your accounting information system? 

Who took the formal decision about the change? 

Had the change of accounting information system had anything to do with the IPO? 

What was the focus in the decision for the new system, technical performance or 
how well it would fit into Alpha as an organisation? 

Implementation process:  

How was the implementation process, from that the decision was made to have it up 
and running? 

Who were affected by the change and how were they affected? 

How and when was the employees informed about the change? 

Did you have a project group for the change process? 

Have you had any help from any external consultants? 

Was there anyone in the project group that had any experience on changing account-
ing systems? 

Was there anyone in the project group, the accounting department and the IT de-
partment that had any experience of the new system? 

Has there been any education in how to use the new system for the employees? 

Barriers to change: 

Was there a planned time schedule over when the implementation should be fin-
ished? 

Have there been any problems with the coordination of the change? 

What where the responses from the employees about the change? 

Were there any calculations beforehand for saving time and money on the change?   

Concluding thoughts about the change: 

How did you personally see the change? 

If you had a chance to do the whole process all over again, is there anything that you 
would have done differently? 

Has the new system improved the reports?  
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Are you satisfied with the new system? 
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Appendix 4 

Interview guide for employee Z 

Background for the change:  

Can you tell us a bit about yourself and your role at Alpha? 

Implementation process:  

What was your role in the implementation process, and for how long were you in-
volved? 

How was the implementation process? 

Did you have any form of education in the IT department in connection with the 
change? 

Barriers to change: 

In connection with the change, has their been any type of delays or resistance of 
some sort? 

Concluding thoughts about the change: 

How did you personally see the change? 

Are you satisfied with the new system? 

 

 


