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1. INTRODUCTION 

Use of new technology has not always been a success. In fact, rather many 
heavy capital investments have not provided the expected increase in 
productivity, and the announced profitability has not always been reached. 
Osterman (1991) showed that more advanced technology did not mean an 
increase in productivity, however human resource management was 
considered to be very important. 

The fact that the expected influence from new technology has not been reached 
has been interpreted as a challenge for improvements in management support 
when evaluating investments in information technology and advanced 
manufacturing technology. Many articles have been published. In the 
streamline of suggested improvements, three different areas have been found: 

1. Improvements of techniques used in the evaluation process. There are many 
articles which discuss improved evaluation techniques. Meredith & Suresh 
(1986) and Soni et al (1992) have made summaries of the economic and 
analytical justification methods. Estimated probability (Azzone & Bertele, 1989), 
or random variables, (Suresh, 1990) are suggested in order to take flexibility 
into account. 

2. Strategic investment appraisal. The link to the strategy is focused (Noble, 
1990; Slagmulder & Bruggeman, 1991). The decision to invest is primarily 
based on an analysis of to what extent the suggested investment can support 
the actual strategy. This approach relates the investment to the business which 
will influence the way of working with the investment later on. Slagmulder et 
al (ibid.) found that the quality of the strategic analysis was the main critical 
success factor in their study (case studies). 

Within this approach, recommendations for which quantitative and qualitative 
measures are to be used are dependent on the project. Meredith & Suresh 
(ibid.) and Meredith & Hill (1987) focus on four main approaches at the full 
integration level: technical importance, business objectives, competitive 
advantage, and research & development. Though basically in a critical mode 
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concerning misuse of capital budgeting techniques, Clemons (1991) states that 
"sometimes we can do a net present value analysis... even for strategic 
investments and capture uncertainty through sensitivity analysis" p33. 
Sometimes a strategic investment can merely be seen as an option. A strategic 
approach is suggested for systems that directly contribute to the company's 
business objectives. (Burstein & Pearson, 1990) 

3. Focus on a champion. Ward(1990) emphasises the champion in the 
implementation process by referring to Schon(1967). Beatty (1992) found that 
successful implementation requires a skilled champion. Slagmulder et al 
(1991) found that a champion was not a sufficient condition for success. 

2. THE OBJEcrIVE OF THE PROJECT 

In other studies have been found that new technology is working successfully 
with the human resource management applied in Japanese companies. 
(Osterman, 1991). There is, however, no research which penetrates the 
difference between the investment process of successful projects in new 
technology and the investment process when the project fails. This study will 
fill that gap. 

The objective is to benchmark successful and less successful investment 
processes of new technology. Perhaps other countries than Sweden could be 
involved. Experience has been found to be very important in traditional capital 
investment processes (Persson, 1990) in Swedish companies as well as 
manager's perspective. Making successful investments in new technology, 
however, must not be dependant of experience. Instead, the old process may be 
an obstacle. 

Hypothesis 1. When taking steps in technology or introducing new technology 
there is a need for new knowledge which is difficult to obtain by traditional 
educational efforts. 

The hypothesis is that when making investments in new technology, 
experience based knowledge has to be replaced by a process of learning and 
influence, which creates the corresponding knowledge before the decision to 
invest is made. If so, this competence would influence, through a deeper 
analysis to understand what is possible and also make it easier to compare 
different levels of technology. Instead of making a judgement, the manager 
has to make the necessary arrangement in order to understand. 

Hypothesis 2. The successful capital investments in new technology, have a 
process which includes learning and influence in the early stages. 

The difficulties in the appraisal of new technology are the inabilities to 
concretise the effects from an investment. Persson, 1994, emphasise the 
understanding and insight which the managers would like to have when 
making a decision. Managers need to understand what the technology can 
offer from a business oriented point of view and what the demands of the 
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investment will be in the different areas, in order for it to be a success. 
Competence is one example of an important area. 

3. METHODOLOGY 

To test the hypothesis data on successful and unsuccessful implementation 
processes of new technology is of interest. 

The testing of the hypothesis can be made through surveys. 
Cases are the traditional method used for gaining a deeper understanding in a 
complex environment and will be used in next phase. 

3.1. Survey 
The hypothesis is that there is a difference between the way people are involved 
in the investment process, which in itself is a benchmarking process. This 
hypothesis must first be tested. 

In a survey, I want a method that uses the respondents answers. Traditional 
interviews are one possibility, but involves a lot of interpretative work 

The conjoint method is a survey method which can take earlier answers into 
account by using of computer. There are benefits as well as disadvantages 
when answers are given through a computer. The benefits, besides the use of 
earlier data, are the structuring of data and hence less effort is needed in 
making the analysis. The disadvantages, above all, are that the selection of 
respondents will be influenced and restricted. 

3.2. Cases 
Cases is the traditional method used when making in depth studies. 
Benchmarking of a process also means a study to get understanding. Cases 
can be carried out as a longitudinal study as well as a reconstructing study. If 
it is a longitudinal study, the researcher can work passively as well as in an 
action mode. 

Working in an action mode means that the outcome is dependent on the 
researcher's actions. Based on the hypothesis this could be actual. In order to 
be meaningful the quality has to reach an acceptable level, which means that 
the possibility to influence should be important. These actions, however, would 
be based on important performance indicators before the decision to invest is 
made. The performance indicators first has to be caught from a survey study. 

3.3. Conclusions on methodology 
The first goal of research is to test the hypothesis by a survey method. The 
conjoint method is preferred if possible and the objective is to get which criteria 
are important. 

A second step may be to make deeper studies of the investment process in a 
company, which has had a successful investment process. The company 
(companies) will be chosed from the answers in the survey. 
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