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Abstract 

The degree of rigidity in the process of IS evaluation and the dependence on a specific 
method tends to vary among banks, depending on a combination of many factors. This 
research focuses on I.S. pre-evaluation as socio-technical process. Central to this is the notion 
of Request for proposals RFP (Business case) and the analytical toolkit of Actor Network 
Theory (Latour 1987). Specifically this study attempts to highlight on the level of 
formality/informality played in the evaluation process by the threads of ‘rigidity issues’ that 
manifested themselves on the journey throughout the ex ante I.S. business cases in the bank. 
The study contributes to the existing literature in IS evaluation research by drawing using this 
case study to infer how pre-evaluation practices are being affected by the developing country 
context of Jordan. Among the several findings drawn from this research, the informal use of 
intuition was accommodated within the formal process of IS evaluation demonstrated to be 
the most prominent. The study highlights the importance of informal evaluation that of “gut 
feeling” and experience of executives which plays a significant role in the IS evaluation 
process. 

Keywords: information system, IS evaluation (ISIE), informal/formal IS pre-evaluation, 
request for proposal, actor network theory, interpretive and qualitative research. 



Journal of Management Research 
ISSN 1941-899X 

2016, Vol. 8, No. 1 

www.macrothink.org/jmr 79

1. Introduction 

Information technology/information systems (IT/IS) has been extensively used so that it is 
hard to conceive of any organisation in an industrialised nation, and even in a developing 
nation, not using some form of IT/IS. The fast growth of IT/IS investments has put challenges 
on managers to consider investment risks and returns in decision-making (Kim & Sanders, 
2002). Choosing and successfully implementing the right IT/IS investments can be a focal 
point in sustaining organization's viability and growth (Bacon, 1992). Since we are intending 
to measure both of tangible and intangible benefits, IS evaluation is becoming much more 
complicated than it was before (Coombs, 2015). Seddon et al. (2002) concluded that, IS 
evaluation is hardly moving from the financial perspective to a business-oriented one.  

The use of formal evaluation methods may cause incorrect IT investment decisions without 
considering the intangible benefits (Anandarajan & Wen, 1999; Lubbe & Remenyi, 1999; 
Irani, 2002; Law & Ngai, 2005; Moretto et al., 2014). Irani et al. (2002) describe that 
organizations would prefer to achieve long-term strategic benefits, however, this can’t be 
realised by applying traditional evaluation techniques and would deemed to be inappropriate. 
Irani et al. (2006) explained that if the reduction of operational cost was a top priority of an 
IT project, then traditional evaluation techniques are adequate. However, a newer perspective 
like balanced scorecard might be the right alternative for formal assessment purposes when a 
project attempts to use IT for strategic goals. One of the major challenges for business 
managers as regards of strategic IT investment assessment is to identify qualitative, 
intangible, or unobserved value. Also, a strategic IT implementation entails complementary 
corporate assets and business modifications in redesigning processes, which may result in 
inability of separating IT benefits from the total benefits (Brynjolfsson & Hitt, 2000). To a 
great extent the types of evaluation approach will depends on the attitude of the manager and 
what kind of information will be used. The fundamental measures are mostly used by the 
practitioners (managers) when evaluating IT investments(Ward & Daniel, 2006).  

Leem and Kim (2004) pointed out that there are several limitations experienced in previous 
IS evaluation studies. First, IS evaluation should be performed throughout the IS 
development life cycle. However, previous studies evaluated a single stage in IS project. 
Second, although previous studies have exerted inclusive effort on performance measures and 
IS-performance relationship, however, the best evaluation approach was not seem to be easily 
allocated and identified. Third, previous research in general did not investigate business 
implications of IS evaluation. Hakkinen and Hilmola (2008) mentioned that a variety of 
approaches and multiple dimensions have further complicated IS evaluation, a reason why a 
standard evaluation framework is not obtainable. Gunasekaran et al. (2006) note various 
issues associated with measures, i.e. no agreed upon definition of performance measures and 
dimensions; no clear distinction among organizational, competitive and operational 
performance dimensions; and the lack of clarity in determining non-financial and intangible 
performance measures. To perform an accurate assessment of performance, it is necessary to 
apply a multiple perspectives of performance measurement and evaluation. McAulay et al. 
(2002) argued that such a multiple perspectives criterion is expected to yield different results 
and conclusions.  
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Different points of view among different stakeholders exist about benefits and risks, and at 
the same time, they share differences and similarities. for Willcocks (1992), the worth of IT 
to an organisation can be examined by deploying quantitative or qualitative evaluation 
methods. Love et al (2005) assert that evaluation is a process to be understood and that such 
an understanding should include an awareness of why it is undertaken, the characteristics of 
the process which is undertaken and its intrinsic complexity (i.e. limitations and problems). 
Ballantine and Stray (1998) discuss the problem of distinguishing evaluation from appraisal. 
Gunasekaran et al. (2006) particularly argue that there are no recognized models available to 
examine effect of IT on organizational performance or to assist in selecting evaluation tools 
and techniques. There is also a lack of IS evaluation models that are validated.  

while many researchers agree that there is a need for IS investment evaluation methods that 
are more sophisticated and more formal (Irani & Love, 2002), the debate continues for want 
of proof of a direct valuable relationship between level of formality and quality in IS 
evaluation. Keyes-Pearce (2005) argues that it is not necessarily the case that evaluation 
problems will be resolved by developing new methods. Positive investment evaluation 
outcomes do not depend entirely on developing new methods, but are affected by the 
organisational context in which the evaluation is carried out (see section 2.8). There is no 
clear-cut evidence that more formality will produce more effective IS evaluation processes 
and vice versa. Moreover, there is very little agreement as to the exact practices deemed to be 
essential to produce effective evaluation or the ideal level of formality in evaluation practices. 
Ballantine et al. (1996) state that “the role of formal procedures in the IS/IT evaluation 
process needs to be more closely examined to identify whether their use results in any 
significant benefits”. To address this gap, this study takes a comprehensive and systemic 
approach of IT investment evaluation, since its objective is to determine effective practices 
and grasp why they work.  

The motivation for this research is to attempt to investigate the range and aspects of 
formality/informality that are related to the Information Systems Investment Evaluation (ISIE) 
process in the banking context, based upon case study research and extant literature. The 
setting for the case study research is a regional financial services firm. In order to capture the 
richness and depth required, the researchers take an interpretive approach in analysing the 
extent of formality/informality in IS evaluation. This current paper investigates how 
formality/informality in IS evaluation process might be enacted, using the lens of 
actor-network theory (ANT). The paper is organized as follows. The next section reviews 
persistent issues with Formality and informality in Information Systems Investment 
Evaluation (ISIE) as reported in the literature. The third section describes the methodology 
and discusses the analytical toolkit of Actor Network Theory. The data analysis and findings 
are presented in the fourth section. The finding are discussed in the fifth section in the light of 
the IS evaluation literature. The concluding section summarizes the main findings and study 
limitations, and discusses implications for future research. 

2. Theoretical Background 

The theoretical foundations for this research are based on two main aspects of research, 
namely formality and informality in Information system pre- evaluation (ISIE). A review of 
relevant literature on these perspectives is reviewed below. 
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2.1 Formality in Information Systems Investment Evaluation (ISIE) 

Formality in IS evaluation can be defined as having an established structure and procedure to 
carry out an IS evaluation process with a scheduled set of meetings at different hierarchical 
levels and that can be followed to provide transparency and rigour when rational decisions is 
to be taken regarding IT investment. Thus, Formality has gained lately much attention in IS 
evaluation. The use of formal techniques is supported by most of the existing research in this 
field, which shows that better designed methods and more formal techniques are in general 
linked to more successful evaluations, i.e. enhanced decision making (Remenyi & 
Sherwood-Smith, 1999), better consistency (Ward, 1990),  greater accuracy (Love & Irani, 
2004) and organizational learning (Land et al., 1992). Ezingeard, Irani et al. (1998) and Lin 
and Pervan (2000) contend that more structured and formal evaluations are more evident in 
larger organizations than in smaller ones and that half of organizations endorse formal 
procedures. Pennington and Wheeler (1998) recommend avoiding qualitative criteria that 
might reduce the level of rationality in decision making, while others agree that this could be 
problematic (Ward, 1990, Hallikainen et al., 1998; Hallikainen & Chen, 2012). Powell (1999 ) 
argues that major IS investment without formal evaluation is indeed a problematic issue. 
Further, Sohal and Ng (2001) contend that the potential of IS has not been met due to an 
inadequate and unsuitable evaluation of suggested IT investments. According to Semich 
(1994), to evaluate IS objectively, formal criteria should be implemented. 

When the use of IS by an organisation has a strategic intention, then the design of the 
evaluation becomes extremely significant. Tallon (2008)  concur that in such cases, “there is 
an even greater need for these investments to undergo routine, systematic and recurring 
evaluation”. Hence, IS evaluation is considered one of the most significant unresolved issues 
in information management (Nijland, 2004). Irani and Love (2008) cite Paul (2007), who 
describes this notion of an IS as comprising two components: 

First, the formal processes are supposed to be pre-defined regarding which IT should be used. 
However, the processes have afterwards to be rapidly modified in two ways: first each time 
the system varies from the expected performance, and second whenever there is a need to 
adapt the system to respond to dynamic surrounding environment. 

Second the informal processes, which are what the employees who use the IT and the formal 
processes create or invent so that to verify that appropriate work is done. 

A combination of formal and informal evaluation processes adapted by the users of the IS has 
been recommended as practicable. The IS may be modified at any time, requiring the formal 
processes to be redefined, so in practice the users will need to design an informal process 
which will function appropriately. At this point it can be assumed that there is a meaning 
associated with IS, that is, the result emerging from the adaptive practices of the IS and the 
associated evaluation process (Paul, 2007). In several organizations, formal evaluation 
methods are not available, and where they are available, they are not always used or imposed; 
instead, a project champion is left to decide the method(es) believed to be suitable and 
adequate to achieve project approval and financial support (Farbey et al., 1992; Thomaidis et 
al., 2006; Sims et al., 2015). It is challenging for managers when they have to choose the 
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most appropriate evaluation approach to use, but it is essential that stakeholders’ opinions are 
considered and that decisions are not made entirely from a traditional financial perspective. 
Ballantine et al. (1999) found that half of the organizations that they investigated had no 
formal evaluation procedures.  

Gunasekaran et al. (2001) argue that there are few commonly acknowledged strategies for IS 
investment evaluation, with much research finding that many organisations have no formal IS 
evolution process and lack adequate auditing techniques by which project goals can be 
evaluated (Primrose & Leonard, 1987; Kumar, 1990; Kennedy & Mills, 1992; Lin & Pervan, 
2003; Sims et al., 2015). This argument is confirmed by Hochstrasser (1992), whose survey 
found that 16 per cent of organizations sampled were applying accurate techniques to assess 
their IT investments. Other researchers, such as Currie (1995), report slightly better results. 
Ward (1990) argues that the most suitable IS investments were not selected as a result of the 
lack of formal evaluation. Many authors agree that formal evaluation is essential in 
determining the actual impact of an IS on business performance (Irani & Love, 2002), in 
enhancing future decision making, in improving system use (Wilson & Howcroft, 2005), in 
justifying IS investment (Al-Shehab et al., 2005) and in contributing to organisational 
learning (Willcocks & Lester, 1999b).  

Connolly (2008) asserts that challenging too many IS investment projects simultaneously or 
the incorrect portfolio of projects can also have terrible outcomes (Ross & Weill, 2002). 
Moreover, the impact of IS adoption on an organization can be catastrophic when a project is 
poorly developed, but when an IS project is implemented properly, service intensity and 
overall firm performance will be improved considerably (Weber & Pliskin, 1996; Maizlish & 
Handle, 2005; Bowen et al., 2007; Ashrafi & Mueller, 2014). Therefore it is crucial when 
considering any significant IT investment to follow a rigorous, formal and disciplined process 
to ensure the right mix of projects. These, in turn, will ensure desirable results and the 
creation of real value for the organization (Chan & Reich, 2007; Holland & Skarke, 2008). 
According to Mitev and March (1998), positive outcomes are facilitated by formality and 
rigour in IS evaluation, which provides “a scheduled set of occasions for face-to-face 
communication across multiple levels of hierarchy, thus giving the chance to debate the 
specific project”. Marsh and Flanagan (2000) add that formal evaluation enables the 
organisation to offer “a clear paper trail, showing the documents submitted at each stage, the 
minutes of committees and meetings and a record of the point at which capital was officially 
committed”.  

Notwithstanding these recommendations, many IS assessment decisions rely on gut feeling 
and instinct (Marshall & McKay, 2002; Bannister et al., 2004) and rationality is often lacking 
in decision making (Symons & Walsham, 1991; Avison et al., 1995; Ballantine et al., 2000; 
Ali & Younes, 2012). Indeed, organisational research confirms that little consideration is paid 
to formal IS investment evaluation in practice; considerable and substantial IS investments 
decisions have been identified as “acts of faith”, “got to do” or simply “strategic”; and where 
formal evaluation does take place it tends to use an accounting based method, incurred early 
in the project lifecycle (Kumar, 1990; Willcocks, 1992; Love & Irani, 2004; Goldkuhl & 
Lagsten, 2012). Yet there is an obvious need for formal IS evaluation (Irani & Love, 2001). 
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Financial disaster is evident if formal evaluation of any investment has been disregarded 
(Clemons, 1991). Therefore the view that adequate quantitative evaluation of strategic 
systems is made impossible by the lack of data has been challenged. Betz (2006 ) calls for a 
more sophisticated approach to IS evaluation and control, with particular focus on the 
development of successful and capable IT evaluation processes, reliable measures and logical 
decision making. He emphasises the necessity for improved general governance and control 
systems, particularly with regard to employees, preferences and performance. Alshawi et al. 
(2003) and Love et al. (2004) emphasise that if organizations seek to develop their business 
performance they must carry out a more systematic and rigorous evaluation processes prior to 
IS implementation. Regardless of such evidential support and influential academic calls for a 
systematic and more accurate evaluation of IS investment, it seems that many organizations 
do not gather enough information regarding IS performance, so evaluation techniques still 
unreliable (Willcocks & Lester, 1997). 

2.2 Informality in Information Systems Investment Evaluation (ISIE) 

As noted above, not much consideration has been paid in practice to formal IS investment 
evaluation. Several significant investments have been reconceptualised on the basis of 
intuition and acts of faith. According to Bannister and Remenyi (2000), the term ‘act of faith’ 
appears in a variety of forms throughout the literature (Farbey et al., 1993; Dietz & Renkema, 
1995; Farbey et al., 1999; Bannister & Remenyi, 2000), as do ‘blind faith’ (Weill, 1990), ‘gut 
instinct’ (Powell, 1992; Katz, 1993) and ‘strategic insight’, which means the same thing. 
Most of the formal evaluation which occurs prior to any IS investment decision happens very 
early in the project lifecycle (Kumar, 1990; Willcocks, 1992). Ad hoc procedures are applied 
in the majority of IS justifications. Thus, a customisation of formal methods will be applied 
to suit the requirement of each specific situation (Farbey et al., 1999). It is clear that decisions 
on unstructured and complex problems are based on sense or instinct (Bannister & Remenyi, 
1999). Lubbe and Remenyi (1999) concur, reporting that in practice informal methods are 
used. Many studies of IS investment evaluation and decision making practices have found 
that managers frequently relied on procedures which cannot be regarded as rational decision 
making when it comes to very complex situations. It seems that managers base such decisions 
on intuition and gut feeling (Bannister & Remenyi, 2000; Irani et al., 2006; Schryen, 2013). 

Intuition has been described in the IS literature as extremely innovative; where an IS 
investment project cannot be justified rationally, evidence shows that evaluation is based on 
gut feeling (Weill, 1990; Dos Santos, 1991; Powell, 1992; Farbey et al., 1993; Katz, 1993; 
Barua et al., 1995; Small & Chen, 1995; Bannister & Remenyi, 2000). Instinct is essential in 
IS evaluation because of the influence of both non-financial and non-tangible factors which 
are not covered by traditional evaluation techniques (Bannister & Remenyi, 2000). While 
most deliberate decisions taken by organisations seem to be rational (Straw, 1990), relevant 
IS investment decisions are not often logical (Bannister & Remenyi, 1999) or reasonable 
(Standing, 1998, Bannister & Remenyi, 1999; Chung & McLarney, 1999). The result of an 
evaluation may vary from one evaluator to another or from one period of time to another as a 
result of using informal evaluation methods (acts of faith, subjective judgments and intuition). 
A study by Marshall and McKay (2002) found that IS investment evaluation was 
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disorganised and dependent on instinct and gut feeling. Yet the originally intended benefits 
and business value can only be achieved if the organisation uses appropriate IS investment 
evaluation procedures.  

Bannister and Remenyi (2000) propose a three-level taxonomy, classifying approaches to IS 
investment evaluation as fundamental, composite and meta-methods, which can be 
implemented in positivist, reductionist or hermeneutic ways. The first specified approach is 
the positivist/reductionist one, where the methodology is allowed by the decision maker to 
make the decision and the investment with maximum return is selected. The second is the 
hermeneutic approach, defined as approaches of elucidation of data which use non-systematic 
procedures to both sensing and decision making. According to this approach, decision makers 
adopt several metrics and integrate them in mind in such a way that it will be difficult to state 
them formally. 

The authors conclude that in the hermeneutics approach, “instinct and intuition play the 
biggest role”. Instinct, according to Bannister and Remenyi (2000) is thus not essentially 
something to be condemned or abandoned by the rational decision maker. The authors 
describe instinct, intuition and gut feeling as as a super rational approach which leads to 
integrating the processes of reasoning at an advanced level compared with step by step 
problem solving approach.   

There is a restriction on what can be achieved by applying formal rational evaluation methods 
when tracing the effect of evaluation methodologies on what is called the ‘investment 
opportunity space’. This restriction is far from obvious when decision makers substitute 
formal procedures with gut feeling and other subjective/intuitive methods. In a study of 
intuitive decision making by professionals, Burke and Miller (1999) found that 56% of 
participants based their decisions on experience, while 40% based them on feelings when 
given information. The authors state that this raises questions as to what kind of information 
informed these instinctual decisions and how it influenced the results. Two thirds of their 
respondents felt that better decisions had been driven by intuition (Burke & Miller, 1999), but 
according to Martins and Kambil (1999), this is not the case: their study shows that managers 
had less appreciation of past experience in decision making. Bonabeau (2003) argues that as 
the complexity of a situation increases, the confusing intuition increases, so that intuition 
should be given less weight when a situation involves evaluating multiple alternatives, a large 
amount of data and more “unprecedented challenges”. The author stresses that intuition can 
be replaced by reason, although it should not be ignored entirely in decision making. As 
explained in the previous paragraph, Bannister and Remenyi (2000) support the view that the 
rational decision maker should not abandon or condemn instinct. Nevertheless, transparency 
and acknowledgement of uncertainty are missed when decisions are based on intuition, which 
may thus produce the unrealistic logic of being secure while making decisions which will 
lead the eventual failure of the IS project. Disastrous decisions will continue to be made 
unless the real reasons behind complex decisions are acknowledged (Jamieson et al., 2007). 
Hirschheim and Smithson (1999) warn that when investing in strategic IS managers 
sometimes prefer to take a chance, rather than relying on rational decision making. The 
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suggestion appears to be that informality is dangerous, but the literature offers no obvious 
results proving whether informality leads to successful IS evaluations or not. 

While Bannister and Remenyi (2000) and Bonabeau (2003) indicate that instinct has a 
significant and important role in IS evaluation, Marshall and McKay (2002) conclude that the 
intuitive approach to evaluation in itself does not seem to be predominantly effective. Many 
authors have confirmed the significance that evaluation plays in making decisions regarding 
IS investment projects; however, other studies have indicated that formal evaluation is 
actually often seen as unhelpful because of the need to overcome difficulties in the financial 
justification process (Irani & Anandan, 1998; Farbey et al., 1999b). As a result of this, an 
informal evaluation process often takes place, permitting champions of IS projects who are 
completely dedicated to accomplishing the project to search for unseen potential benefits and 
to reduce potential project costs (Nutt, 1997, Irani & Ghoneim, 2002; Irani & Love, 2002). 
Lovallo and Kahneman (2003) justify this by stating that decision makers make their 
decisions relying on delusional optimism instead of rational weighted average approach 
which includes payoffs and losses with their prospective probabilities. Bannister and 
Remenyi (2003) point out that evaluation is such an important component in justifying IS 
investment that it consists of a range of operations and elements: “some rational, some 
non-rational, some explicit, others implicit”. The above discussion indicates that in order to 
reach a full understanding of IS evaluation it is essential to perform more studies that shed 
light on the potential balance between formality and informality, which is something that the 
study reported in this study attempts to do. 

3. Research Methodology  

This study uses an interpretive approach to look into the complexity and the dynamic 
character of the interrelated elements of the IT/IS investment pre-evaluation process in the 
Jordanian banking system. Interpretivists search for meaning in social context and would 
argue that the methods used by the natural sciences are both unsuitable and insufficient for 
investigating social phenomena (Barrett & Walsham, 2004; Oates, 2005; Black, 2006). Here, 
IT/IS pre-evaluation is considered to be a socially constructed reality and the interpretivist 
paradigm seeks a better understanding of the associated meanings to facilitate interpretation 
and to explain the observed phenomena (Lopez & Willis, 2004). 

Information systems, as Klein and Myers (1999) clearly demonstrate, get knowledge from 
social interactions such as awareness, language, symbols, documents, interviews, stories, 
shared meanings and other interactions. The context that influences the process and the 
outcome is the main interest of the interpretive researcher (Harvey & Myers, 1995; Klein & 
Myers, 1999). IT/IS evaluation involves a high level of complex interrelation among 
disparate entities: IT, people and organisational factors. Since IS represents a social process 
that is dynamic, it cannot be put into a model to be understood using a positivist approach, 
which has always been engaged in developing fixed and predictive relationships and elements, 
regardless of the context (Myers, 1994a). As the present study deals with the socio-technical 
complexity of IT/IS investment pre-evaluation, this positivist approach was deemed 
inappropriate. One of the key strengths of interpretive research is that people are studied in a 
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natural setting, rather than artificial or experimental ones, which implies the use of interviews 
(formal and informal) and observing participants’ behaviour.  

Most of the data was collected from a Jordanian bank, which will be referred to anonymously 
as CRBA, indicating its status as a commercial and retail bank. Some of the data was drawn 
from documents which were supplied by participants at the bank. These were collected while 
the researchers were engaged in conducting interviews; this continuing access to 
documentation supplied the ways to triangulate interview data with observed behaviour and 
evaluation process. Interviewees were employees from a cross-section of bank departments, 
in what follows, participants are referred to as CRBP1, CRBP2, etc., to distinguish them 
anonymously. As addressing the research problem required in-depth information, data was 
gathered by means of semi-structured interviews, which are seen as one of the most 
significant sources of evidence in creating a case study database. This section has justified the 
decision to adopt an interpretivist research approach. The use of Actor-network theory as an 
analysis technique is addressed next. 

3.1 Actor-Network Theory: a Theoretical Lens   

In this research, interpretive philosophy have been chosen to guide the researchers in 
understanding IS pre evaluation practices that are characterized by contextual diversity that 
influence the perceptions of their stockholders. However, In the Interpretive tradition, there 
are no right or wrong theories but there are interesting and less interesting ways to observe 
the world (Walsham, 1993). Therefore, in IS interpretive research as Walsham (2006) noted, 
the choice of a particular theory is subjective and rely on whether that this theory are 
interesting to their interpreters or not. As a result, the researchers found ANT interesting and 
chose it in this study to trace the practices of IS pre –evaluation thought out the investment 
process. this section discusses ANT‘s research approach and its selection as the theory for 
this study.  

3.2 Application of ANT to the Present Study 

The present study had no preconceived theoretical foundation, the research being undertaken 
to find answers, which had been initially formulated to explain formality/informality in IS pre 
evaluation process. Therefore, the actors had to be followed in a particular socially 
constructed environment. IT formed a predefined situation in which the research had to focus 
on the human actors, their actions and how they interacted with technology, considering all 
the risks associated with the investment of IT/IS. Moreover, consideration had to be given to 
IS pre-evaluation practices which influenced the making of decisions and how the actors 
concerned would measure and evaluate the proposed IT/IS investment projects. In adopting 
ANT in this study, the researchers assumed that it would be possible to clarify the fine 
balance between the social and technical aspects of IT/IS evaluation in the Jordanian banking 
system, by identifying each of the actors, as well as clarifying the actions of those involved in 
the network.  

Since one of the criticisms of ANT is that it does not possess a steady body of knowledge, 
researchers are advised to focus on the stable parts of the theory, set out in Table 3-2. These 
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stable elements of ANT, as listed by Walsham (1997) , concentrate on the formation of the 
aligned network in which they have a mutual interest and the processes that translate these 
interests into stable networks. As a research methodology, there are no established 
recommendations for the use of ANT. Walsham (1997) provides the best illustration and 
justification of the rationale behind the use of ANT as a methodology: it is a combination of 
both a methodology and a theory... as it does not give a theoretical connotation as a path of 
observing components in the real world, it also proposes that these components need to be 
traced in empirical study. 

Table 3-2. Stable elements of ANT  

Concept  Description 

Actor (or actant) Both people and nonhuman actors such as 
technological artefacts 

Actor network Diverse network of aligned interests, including 
persons, companies and standards 

Enrolment and translation 
Establishing allies, human and nonhuman, via a 
procedure of converting their interests to be aligned 
with the actor network 

Delegates and inscription Delegates are actors who “stand in and speak for” 
certain opinions which have been engraved in them

Irreversibility The level to which it is thereafter unfeasible to 
return to a point where alternative possibilities exist

Black box 
A frozen network aspect, often with features of 

irreversibility, e.g. legal requirements 

Immutable mobile 
Network aspect with strong properties of 
irreversibility and impacts which exceed  place 
and time, e.g. software standards. 

Source: Walsham (1997) 

A number of important concepts concerning the transition of ANT from a theory to a method 
must be mentioned here. Latour (2000) defines centres of calculation as sites “where 
inscriptions are combined and make possible a type of calculation”. In ANT terms, this 
means that the present case study was carried out in a number of sites called ‘centres of 
calculation’, so the IT/IS evaluation process and the bank being investigated are the centres 
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of calculation in this study. These represent the bank, events, IT, procedures, strategies, etc. 
The elimination of any hierarchical ranking among the actors must be ensured in order for a 
centre of calculation to function as an ANT site, which means that both human and 
nonhuman actors in the sites should be treated as having equal status and power and should 
be renamed ‘actants’. 

Transforming ideas into objects happens as a result of brining all the socio-technical actions 
of the entities together to form networks. All of the actants must enter into relationships 
called networks in order to betoken the nature of a site. Each actant in a network has two 
main roles, which Latour (2000) calls intermediary and mediator, and which make it possible 
for all actants in the sites to build up networks. In order to differentiate between the two and 
separate their roles, each has a different character: intermediaries are not permanent but 
dispensable and very flexible and may be open to manipulation, while mediators are strong 
entities which tend to remain and add to the networks. Callon (1991) defines an intermediary 
as “anything passing between actors which defines the relationship between them” and refers 
to four types of intermediary:  

[T]exts … or more commonly literary inscriptions … These contain books, patents, articles, 
reports, and notes. … [T]echnical artefacts. These include equipments, technical instruments, 
robots and consumer goods … [H]uman beings, and the skills, the knowledge, and the 
know-how that they integrate. … [M]oney in all its dissimilar forms. 

He describes mediators as talented members with the ability to translate what they convey, to 
redeploy it, redefine it, and also betray it (Latour, 1992). Intermediaries pass on network 
elements and make connections between them, while mediators translate these connections 
into a design which transforms the network into an object. Conceiving of actants in this way 
makes it easy to separate their roles in the centre of calculation and provides an analytical 
tool. This entails that there is much work being done behind the scenes. The ways in which 
actors displace, modify and translate their diverse and conflicting interests are called ‘chains 
of translation’. In this process, chains of translation offer an identification of the problem 
(problematising) in order to bring everyone interested into the network (interessment), 
followed by the shaping of teams and their mobilization (enrolment). Tatnall and Gliding 
(1999) state that that  

The theory of innovation translation provides a procedure to describing innovation that does 
not depend on any supposedly inherent character of the innovation, or specific features of the 
change agents or society, but instead on a process of network structure in which all actors 
explore to convince others to become their supporters in promoting the approval of their own 
view of the best way to solve a problem. 

All these activities must be translated into terms that are understood and supported by others, 
which will make the network stronger. The final product will be a black box, when the result 
of the translation process applicable to the centre of calculation is no longer susceptible to 
advanced mediation and the actants within the black box acknowledge this. 
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What allowed us to analyze our data without making any distinction between subject and 
object was the clarity facilitated by using ANT, which informed the method through which 
we have been able to encompass all actants and realize that both human and nonhuman 
entities can be actants. Eventually we came to understand how to open up the process and 
how one actant recruited by another can be helpful in building alliances and strengthening the 
network. Latour (1992) makes it clear that an actant should be followed in the network so that 
the researchers can identify what they do or have done, what their plans are, what they think 
and how they communicate. 

4. Data Analysis and Findings 

4.1 IS Pre-Evaluation Process [Request for Proposals (Business Case)] 

This stage (business case) was regarded as crucial in having the IS proposal chosen against 
competing proposals. The business case stage required more restructuring of the IS proposal 
by engaging and enrolling more actors from other departments. When the request was 
initiated, the proposal would be presented to the executive committee after being approved by 
the concerned departments. Furthermore, the end of the development of the IS proposal stage 
was considered an Obligatory passage point (OPP). The establishment of a business case at 
CRBA was highly reliant on the role of the head of the relevant business unit (the business 
case champion). There were difficulties associated with these procedures which in themselves 
created obstacles to IS investment at the bank.  

To understand this point it is important to examine the bank’s history and the debate that took 
place when this vision was in its early stages. However, it proved to be hard to differentiate 
the influence of business people, as it depended on efficient interaction with other business 
units of the bank. IS projects were measured against a set of criteria and it is important to 
consider this, because these indicators were used by business people to help evaluate the 
outcome of investing in IS, in order to provide support for investment ideas. The bank could 
then provide a higher level of endorsement and develop a positive attitude, which would help 
in gaining the approval of the stakeholders. CRBP16 made the following observation on this 
matter: 

The executive committee is not willing to approve any business case unless it has been proven 
and supported by a solid case that is able to prove itself in an innovative manner. 

The development of an IS business case can be seen to have enabled the building of smaller 
networks that were able to emerge within larger networks and to enrol more actors at 
different levels and in various areas. The bank and the executive committee responsible for 
granting approval for IS investment proposals had effectively designed homogeneous 
networks composed of human and nonhuman actors characterised by their involvement and 
interest in IS evaluation. Thus, further development of IS proposals was apparent; new actors 
could be identified, representing both human and nonhuman interests, but these might have to 
act in certain ways to protect the interests of the bank and as such would be classified as 
nonhuman, so it was important at this stage to enrol more key actors in the IS proposal, to 
establish a more stable network.  
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The business case would need the approval of many actors (finance , risk management etc,) 
and be signed off by them to show that they had agreed on its scope and contents and that 
they could be held responsible if anything were to go wrong. We discovered a number of 
functions that actors used to exert agency in the business case network to which they 
belonged. These functions can be demonstrated by considering the nature of the human actors 
and technology being studied. In the prevailing state of IS investment, the executive 
committee was able to choose whether or not to invest in any kind of technology. Although 
the bank encouraged its staff to make proposals on how to solve business problems or to 
enhance the performance of the bank, uptake had been slow. Bank actors and their options for 
IS investment were evolving, as were their attitudes and behaviour related to IS investment. 
Although some study participants did not appear to recognise any form of evolutionary 
attitude, many important actors represented in the banking network did seem to have a major 
influence on evolutionary attitudes within the banking community. These actors were 
primarily managers, employers, IS investment, procedural arrangements, committees, 
documents, software and hardware. 

Business case champions had to work hard to convince other actors to rally support from 
different perspectives and to align their interests to the champion’s, especially in executive 
committee meetings. When documented, the business case became a nonhuman actor 
symbolising the interests, knowledge and vision of the business case champion. In order to 
enrol and mobilise more actors, the champion had to do three things: gain their support for 
the idea by communicating its status, show a vested personal interest in seeing the project 
succeed and oversee its management. According to CRBP12: 

The business case champion is highly significant and in reality he has evolved further than 
what is specified in the position description. And I would like to make the point that even at this 
stage, it is obvious that the attention is on what kind of vision the business case document 
symbolises in terms of financial benefits to the business. 

As was stated regarding the previous stage, whenever an IS proposal document needed to 
attract the attention of more (human) actors at CRBA, it would be further documented in new 
forms provided by the bank’s procedures in order to be considered by the executive 
committee. To some extent, the way an IS project was inscribed would influence the design 
of the IS proposal; furthermore, it would have an impact on the approval process, as well as 
increasing the level of attention given to the project. To help accelerate the approval of an IS 
investment by the executive committee, it would be necessary to ensure that all the business 
problems, goals and needs had been formulated by means of inscription devices that would 
permit reliable and comparable arguments of business and IS actuality and evaluation across 
various projects before any further consideration. This would also help in performing IS 
evaluation, not just for the sake of technology but rather to achieve the bank’s strategic goals. 
The business case champion would examine the network that was created by the efforts of 
various human actors in their constant pursuit of support for the business case when it was 
most needed. IS investment would be presented as very helpful in solving business problems, 
enhancing service quality, introducing new services and products or facing growing 
competition.  
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CRBP19 considered justification to be particularly important: 

I agree that IT investment has many fans in the bank, but on the other hand, it’s obvious that 
no decision whatsoever can be taken without a precise justification, especially when it comes 
to IS investment. It’s important to know what the effect of the decision would be on the bank if 
those decisions were made in light of those justifications when presented in a business case.  

IS investment proposals were clearly supported by many actors in the bank, working together. 
These actors, when they pledged themselves to the idea of IS investment, could not act 
without being enrolled in a network with others who had the same interests. They would also 
need to be able to enrol more actors from other areas in order to turn the IS proposal which 
was formulated by their hard work into fact. In order for these other actors to be interested in 
enrolling in the network, they would need to be convinced by a justification of the proposal, 
so that it could be taken to the next level where decisions would be made to strengthen and 
stabilise the network before moving ahead to seek further endorsement. To gain support for it 
in the executive committee, its members would require more insight into the value of the 
proposal. As CRBP11 stated: 

What makes the investment proposal is what the IS can do for the bank, in terms of what 
benefits would be seen with the implementation of the new system. 

CRBP14 described the business case stage at CRBA as  

...very formal. In this bank you need to go through very strict procedural arrangements which 
have to be followed in terms of the steps you need to go through. 

By following these procedural steps, other human actors became fully involved in 
strengthening the business case network, improving the chances of obtaining the required 
approval of the executive committee to proceed with the project. In such complex networks a 
clearer picture needs to be created for the translation of the interests of actors to be become 
consistent with both business and IS realities. The process followed at CRBA to reach 
decisions concerning the business case for new IS consisted of a series of formal steps 
(nonhuman actors) that were enhanced through regulation and norms within the bank. 
However, in some situations this was not the case; ways could be found of gaining approval 
for the business case without going through each formal step in the process of IS evaluation, 
as CRBP5 stated:  

There is no established way of defining the exact track to proceed with your proposal. What 
is evident is that there is a general direction that we should follow in order to get the 
proposal to where it should be going. 

A significant factor which may have strengthened the network was that the bank had 
established procedures to apply agency in the actor network and to put pressure on other 
actors to become engaged. It had also established a good inscription standard which identified 
the bank’s interest in this process. These procedures required that substantial steps be taken 
for the only goal of creating a business case prior to claiming the support of managers on the 
executive committee. CRBP7 outlined this process: 
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A business case will be reviewed many times by all the people involved. The bank has an 
established track for granting approvals. 

The detailed elements which had to be mentioned in the business case played a key part in it 
and would remind the actors what kind of information they had to focus on. This information 
must be fully detailed, to be able to inscribe the actors’ interests without the risk of 
misunderstandings and to make it suitable for transfer to a new form using other main 
inscription elements. CRBP9 explained: 

When there is a call for new IS, the business case must provide evidence of what problems 
they are trying to solve, the benefits of the new system and potential risks.  

The business case should contain answers to questions such as what it was attempting to 
resolve or to explore, what were the possible risks of having this idea applied, what problems 
the actors were attempting to diagnose and how they could rally the endorsement of the 
senior members of the executive committee if they decided to take it to the next level. Before 
any decision was taken, enrolment into the IS investment actor network was accompanied by 
reinforcement of the business case, by strengthening the inscriptions within the network. 
Measurable IS proposals helped to focus committed actors on the purpose of the network and 
the interests of the business case, hence supporting a gradual shift towards black-box status.  

According to CRBP2, champions were essential: 

There are business case champions for all IS-related ideas. They play an essential part in 
structuring the business case to rationalize the necessitate for a given technology or 
application and define the potential advantages. Therefore they are required to contact various 
parties that may be significant in supporting the proposal in the committee. 

The executive manager of any business area which initiated an IS idea was usually involved 
in sponsoring the proposal, as set out in the inscription rules of the bank, which required 
business people to sponsor any business project and to demonstrate the benefits they were 
claiming when recommending the idea. Thus, during meetings with the executive committee 
members, only the sponsor could approach them. CRBP11 explained this: 

The importance of project sponsors can be seen during the many meetings where the business 
case is presented for further discussion. He is the only actor who can convince the committee, 
as he knows everything about the project. 

The quality of relations among the actors involved in this procedure would have a great effect 
on the conversion of the business case (as focal object) in terms of what they could contribute 
to strengthen it. CRBP14 mentioned the importance of focusing on realistic proposals: 

We don’t have time in the bank to argue impractical thoughts which would distract us from 
other things that we need to give more attention to, otherwise we would waste a lot of time 
talking about ideas that had no chance of going any further.  

As a nonhuman actor, this process can be seen as strengthening the execution of repeated and 
sustained assessment of the idea at any time, instead of assessing it at the finish of the project. 
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Moreover, having the strategic interest of the actors inscribed in each business case is 
regarded to be another nonhuman actor which employed agency in the actor network to stop 
bad proposals from developing and to determine which proposal would go through and which 
not, prior to any further step was taken to explore it. The interest in this was for the executive 
committee to prevent unsupported proposals from progressing and to make it very difficult 
for those proposals which were not justified, or proven not to be beneficial, to progress and 
prosper. This justifies the initiation and emergence of actor networks around the IS proposal and 
indicates how each network became stable or was destabilized.  

CRBP12 listed a number of major components of a business case:  

A business case should include essential primary information to help decision makers assess the 
new IS and make them aware of all the relevant issues. This could be a description of an IS 
project, the financial and non-financial benefits, the revenues and potential risks of 
implementing such a system, which business people are involved and what department is 
going to accommodate the IS, what the main effects of the project are on the business with 
regard to market share, services, competition, customers, profits and cost, and the expected 
date to go live. 

In this process, when dealing with a business case, it was necessary to identify a number of 
components in the proposal and explain every part of it before it could be taken further to 
attract the support of the executive committee (presented in figure 4-8). This process provided 
sufficient space for the actors to promote the IS project and strengthen it further. Actors in the 
network relied on these aspects of exploration in early transcripts of the IS proposal (included 
as component of the inscription form) to convert the IS proposal into a dissimilar key 
inscription document called the business case. Some of the information to be presented in the 
business case might be extremely important, while other material served to back up the idea. 
The following at least should be presented: description of the idea, its status as an element of 
organisational strategy or as a device developed to enhance performance, an estimate of 
whether revenue would increase, the size of the project and any risks associated with its 
implementation. These questions should be addressed: Is it a necessity or a matter of 
compliance with government regulations? Which stakeholders have been engaged? By whom 
has the project been sponsored? What department will contain and organize the IT? What are 
the expected monetary and non-monetary benefits? What are the main effects of the project 
on the business success determinates such as return on investment, market share, service 
levels, and competition? What is the approximate time to go live and initiate the system?  

By adopting these patterns of inscription provided by the bank and incorporating them into the 
business case, the executives ensured that the business actors’ interests and the assessment of 
the IS by the business and IS people had been inscribed. These patterns of documentary 
inscription were required to offer high quality descriptions of the prospective solutions, of how 
other systems would be affected and of any IT areas that might be impacted. They would also 
provide a clear indication of the cost and the resources aligned to achieve the development of 
IS by transforming the business case document so that it became sufficiently coherent and 
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allowed the actors to visualize the shape of the IS project. In the case of the bank, according to 
CRBP5: 

Different people from different disciplines are engaged in the discussion of the business case, 
from the finance, development, investment, operations and IT departments. 

Coming from different disciplines—finance, risk management and IT among others—actors 
would bring their different expertise and background (nonhuman actors) to the discussion, 
examination and clarification of ideas, refining requirements to the next level of detail. Their 
vision would then be transformed, becoming more constructed and more relationally driven. 
thus the business and IS conceptions were interwoven and synchronized internally as the 
business case document incorporated all the actors that would be involved in this reality. 
However, CRBP3 explained that on some occasions some actors were ignored and not 
involved in the network, so their interests were not inscribed in the early shaping of the IS. 
This would have destabilised the IS investment evaluation network if they had stood up 
against the idea, but they did not.  

CRBP8 said: 

Various media are used to explain the business case and to convince decision makers, such 
as texts, diagrams, figures and numbers.  

Thus, the business case would emerge as an inscription document using different media to 
explain what the actors wished to communicate through the iteration of entities such as texts, 
figures and numbers. This allowed the business case document to be a central point which 
would work to attract other actors to enrol in the network, starting a long process of 
deliberations to promote future business and IS opportunities. This would enable them to 
become intimately acquainted with the project, to take it further and to make a strong 
commitment to its performance. The shaping of an actor network around an IS project thus 
explains how the evaluation of a business case came about. The business case was not a 
significant object unless it produced an evaluation process. Rather, it was an inscription 
document that played a role in establishing relations among other related actors, who were 
engaged in a constructive discussion around the IS proposal in written form. They acted to 
integrate and merge several conflicting views of actuality into a more fractionally harmonious 
one, by enrolling actors and ensuring their involvement in presenting the benefits that would 
be attained through handling familiar troubles. Only when actors were involved in the 
elaborations for the business case could they see what advantages they may enjoy in terms of 
solving their problems and improving their work experiences. Such involvement generated 
interest in the project embedded in the business case because they could see the expected 
outcome. Actors were involved in constructive debate around an IS investment project in 
scripted form by the launch of an IS investment proposal, which was an inscription artefact 
providing the momentum to act in a way that would construct and strengthen relations among 
relevant actors, as was stated by CRBP2:  

We gather in a meeting and speak over all the unsettled matters. The entire meeting will be 
authenticated. In these meetings we need to get them to one joint sense concerning this 
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business case, although they have a vision which eventually makes them see things from 
different angles. This is a process to get them to accept to share the similar views about the 
same IS project. 

A problem reported to arise in joint action meetings was that of individual differences among 
the executive committee members. When the actors behaved in a way which made the diverse 
visions of the main actors more coherent, the ensuing debates and talks opened the way for 
obstacles to rise. The actors’ diverse visions and ideas would be presented in different forms 
of documents, based on the capability of each actor to conceive and understand the 
underlying business case. Some actors would remain silent during the meeting and others 
would talk continually. Some would highlight unfavorable points that should be included in 
the inscription documents, referring to possible risks, while others would insist on the 
benefits of approving the business case. While this was happening, some people who had 
never been engaged in such discussions would prefer to immerse themselves silently in the 
documents, data provided and sketches in the business case, in an attempt to understand the 
project. CRBP4 raised this point: 

Stakeholders have different attitudes to expressing their views. I have noticed different kinds 
of behaviour during our meetings... Of course it is difficult, but no more nor less than in any 
other meeting. The usual amount of noise goes on, and if you were a member of the 
committee, you’d want that. You’d want vigorous debate going on about this. 

If an actor is unable to conceive the vision behind a project, this may result in a failure to 
enrol him into the actor network. In the case of the bank, it was inscribed in company policy 
that certain crucial actors were obligatorily enrolled in the network, so any such failure could 
destabilise and weaken the network, since their support was considered crucial to the passage 
of a particular proposal. Prior to the finish of a meeting, while some declared their conviction 
and corroboration for the project, some would be listing possible problems and focusing their 
comments on insufficiency that might present, whereas others would declare that it was not 
yet possible to make a definitive decision and that more time was needed to study and revise 
the business case documents. Because of this difference of opinions between actors, decisions 
would be settled only after numerous meetings held at executive committee level with the 
participation of both business people and IS specialists. Together with proposals for different 
solutions, the results on which the outcome would be decided would be presented and the 
executive committee would act accordingly. CRBP6 elaborated: 

Not every business case gets approval for the project to go ahead. Deficiencies in the project 
might occur at a number of levels from the committee members. Hence at each level you 
would need to prove the relative importance of the business case. Not every business case 
gets to be approved by the bank, nor gets rejected. 

It was not easy to obtain approval for a business case, especially when it was as important 
and crucial as that for an IS investment project; therefore, not all proposals put forward to 
decision makers were approved. They had to be considered with other proposals for 
prioritisation to decide their relative significance, so as to decrease the number of proposals. 
Gaining executive committee approval would enhance and further stabilize the actor network, 
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providing decisive impetus towards engaging other actors in the stages ahead, but there was 
no certainty that momentum would be sustained, nor that the business case would ultimately 
be approved at the next stage. 

5. Discussion 

5.1 Request for Proposals (Business Case) 

The degree of rigidity in the process of IS evaluation and the dependence on a specific 
method tends to vary among banks, depending on a combination of many factors, namely 
organisational structure, culture and strategy. According to CRBA executives, they were led 
by the IS proposal through the evaluation process and this represented the key to informing 
their assessment, which was used in making the final decision. IS evaluation started when the 
bank decided to invest in a new IS. The idea was then embodied in an IS proposal, a 
document which was often developed at various stages to make recommendations in support 
of funding the proposed IS. The IS proposal can be seen to represent the vision and 
arguments symbolising the IS in the document and the value of the contribution made by the 
idea to the business domain, as well as its technological and financial consequences. The 
contribution to the business field focused on the long-range benefits, via improvements in the 
organisation’s products or services, while the technological contribution was evaluated by 
criteria such as conformance with technology standards, market acceptance of the 
technologies used and continuity of supply. Each IS proposal had a great influence because 
the idea that it embodied attracted other stakeholders and aligned them with that vision.  

In interview, the CIO referred to the importance of informally suggesting an idea for IS 
investment and then approaching other key stakeholders throughout the bank to gain their 
support, long before the formal process started. As the idea was then marketed to gain 
support, the IS proposal would attract relevant stakeholders with a shared interest in the idea. 
This would always have the effect of making the predilection of the different stakeholders 
explicit and arguable. Making an investment decision would then take into account key 
figures such as those in senior management, IT management and project management. The IS 
proposal would operate on behalf of the interests of enrolled stakeholders, tending to focus 
the debate and discussions on major issues such as the orientation of the investment and its 
benefits, so that the proposal would be aligned with these. The investment orientation was 
divided into infrastructure, business needs and market influence, while the benefits were 
categorized as enhancing productivity, minimising risk and expanding the business. These 
categories were seen to overlap to some extent.   

5.2 Formality and Informality in IS Pre-Evaluation 

The evaluation process followed by CRBA, as revealed by the case study, were similar to 
those described in the extant literature. One of the findings of this research is related to the 
effects of process style on decision makers. Interviewees stated that the bank used formal IS 
evaluation; on the other hand, there was evidence of informal IS evaluation apparently taking 
place. The explanation for this is that the two styles of IS evaluation were applied at different 
times and for different reasons. Many examples of IS investment proposals in practice were 
described throughout the study by various interviewees, who stated that they were managed 



Journal of Management Research 
ISSN 1941-899X 

2016, Vol. 8, No. 1 

www.macrothink.org/jmr 97

in a way that avoided the need to follow the officially designated evaluation process (formal).  
Executives did not go through any formal evaluation when the investment was considered to 
have a high value. when senior executives were persuaded that an IS investment was worthy, 
work was frequently started outside the process. Here anew, there was no formal authority to 
continue, but a reliance on so-called executive intuition. This contradicts the findings of 
Martins and Kambil (1999), who provide evidence of managers’ susceptibility to prior 
experience with IT when making new investment decisions. Managers with a positive 
experience of existing IT tended to be biased favourably towards new IT investments. This 
bias was also observed in managers whose organisations engaged reactively in IT 
investment—possibly explained by the fewer failures they had experienced after cautious 
investment. Bonabeau (2003) argues that intuition (informal evaluation) can be misleading, 
especially in complex projects. 

Decision making at CRBA often relied on the intuition (informal evaluation) and experience 
of executives, particularly in complex cases, even though formal IS evaluation appeared to be 
preferable, since no one was willing to take risks regarding major expenditure. The study 
results suggest that the informal use of intuition was accommodated within the formal 
process of IS evaluation. Again, to institutionalise and systemise IS investment decisions 
which executives had already taken prior to the evaluation process, these decisions had to be 
formally supported by IS proposals that had passed through the evaluation process. This 
shows how some of the members of the executive committee to which investment proposals 
were submitted were the same people who had taken the decisions previously. The IS 
proposal was not the product of objectively following the process, nor was it socially 
constructed, but rather it emerged from the relations among the actors forming around it. This 
is in line with the findings of (Serafeimidis and Smithson 2003) that informal channels were 
applied to get agreements with senior authorization committees and generally resulted in the 
success of the proposals. Because of the essence of assessment, informal actions and 
influences were anticipated. Evaluators behaved politically to ‘support’ the results of business 
sponsors so as to persuade the senior executives of their viability. 

Formal IS evaluation at CRBA did not follow a fixed sequence of steps that offered a firm 
structure for the evaluation process. It provided formal justification techniques so that 
decision makers could evaluate projects against established criteria. Furthermore, when the 
structure of the process was more tightly defined, the consequence was greater confidence in 
the result of the IS evaluation. Formal IS evaluation also provided confidence in decisions, 
which had positive impacts on IS decision outcomes. On the other hand, informal IS 
evaluation took place for many reasons, especially when the process of IS evaluation was too 
complex and the interests of the stakeholders played an essential role in IS evaluation. 
Informal evaluation occurred when the system to be implemented had proven to be beneficial 
somewhere else.    

6. Conclusion  

Evaluation in practice is mainly concerned with the question of how the relational 
substantiality of different actors in the network components, develops and revolves around 
the IS proposal. The relations of interest here were those that appeared to have taken place 
between different actors as a result of the efforts of the focal actor to inscribe their interests in 
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the IS proposal and to enrol them in the network. As a result, various actors were enrolled in 
the actor network of the IS proposal manuscript. Their relations will have influenced the IS 
proposal manuscript as it developed, became richer and offered a tighter argument in favour 
of the proposed investment. The manuscript developed through various stages and was 
enhanced throughout the process of evaluating the proposal, as a result of the relationships 
formed within the actor network. 

Actors contributed through their active communication with each other across all the stages 
of IS development to articulate the IS proposal manuscript, by inscribing their visions and 
interests. Thus, the development of the IS proposal manuscript through different evaluation 
stages was able to overcome many challenges and barriers arising from the application of the 
system, by refining the proposal again and again, as these barriers might arise again at any 
time. The IS proposal as an inscription tool was not ultimately fixed and stable, since ideas, 
beliefs and attitudes might change. The proposal was viewed as a relational entity facilitating 
collaboration, but not in the sense of bringing all the actors together to resolve their 
differences; rather, each would try to impose his opinion on the others in pursuit of what he 
saw as the best interests of the bank from his own department’s point of view. Confrontation 
between actors via such relations is indeed an indication that change was being disputed and 
ultimately evident; otherwise, an IS proposal would represent a symbolic entity with no 
potential influence. The IS proposal manuscript can thus be seen as an enacted 
communication device presenting evidence of disputable interests and visions, seeking to 
change the current incrementally inherited systems.   

It can be concluded that the evaluation process continued to develop throughout the process, 
under the influence of various actors that were invited to enrol in the network. As a 
consequence of their involvement in inscribing their visions and interests, they would find 
weaknesses in the proposal and exploit them, while building on its strengths. Each actor 
would act differently, resulting in an unpredictable emergent process which would result in 
the final modified form of the manuscript. Thus, the inscription process would be 
significantly altered by the influence of the different actors. To sum up, the case study shows 
that the expertise and experience of the enrolled actors contributed to the maturity of the IS 
proposal and that they were the key elements in the evaluation process. We learn from the 
study that evaluation was not denied through the process of developing the IS proposal, but 
rather that this was essential to the implementation of the evaluation as the IS proposal was 
being formed and not—as the literature suggests is common practice—after being submitted 
for final confirmation. Thus, before the selection of the IS, it may be preferable to conduct 
evaluation during proposal development. The evaluation was also found to take a multiple 
perspective, not a purely financial one. This holistic approach to IS evaluation was taken 
because decision makers had to ensure that the IS proposal embodied no potential risk and 
that the proposed systems were fully aligned with the organisation’s priorities and strategies, 
among other criteria. It is evident from the study that a rigorous evaluation methodology 
cannot choose a system on the basis of financial criteria alone.     

Myers (1997) argues that the richest insights to be gained from IS interpretive studies are in 
the domain of the human, social and organisational aspects of IS development in context. 
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Thus, the experiences explored in the present case study had the potential to offer rich 
insights (Myers, 1994a; Walsham, 1995b) into the development of IS proposals. To cast light 
on this formerly obscure area, I implemented ANT to reveal its inherent complexity and the 
heterogeneity of its elements in its socio-technical context. By opening the black box of IS 
proposal development, this study thus offers rich, new and valuable insights into the ways in 
which IS proposals develop. These insights concern the close relationship between the IS 
pre-evaluation process and the organisational context through IS proposal development. 
Hitherto, there has been limited empirical research into IS pre-evaluation as practised in 
developing countries (Al-Yaseen et al., 2007), so part of the contribution to knowledge of the 
present study is that the fieldwork was conducted in a developing country, Jordan where there 
is a dearth in such research (Al-Zu'bi et al, 2015; Abdallah, 2013; Al-Zu'bi et al., 2010; 
Al-Zu'bi & Tsinopoulos, 2012).   

The study also draws specific implications and contributes knowledge of IS pre-evaluation in 
banking to a broader audience beyond academia. First, it offers rich insights into how IS 
proposals come into being and are made to work (or not) in general and in the context of 
Jordan in particular, by examining the experiences of those dealing with the development of 
IS proposals in a leading Jordanian bank. From the perspective of interpretive case study, 
these experiences have general methodological implications for IS evaluation beyond the 
particular bank studied. This is not to say that the case study is representative of all banks in 
Jordan or worldwide. However, existing and potential IS evaluation can draw from the 
experiences of this case, particularly as it relates to the banking environment of Jordan. 

It is possible to propose a policy for Jordanian Banking Sector which acknowledges the 
complexity of decision making process in terms of its many stakeholders involved in shaping 
the decision network. The policy would suggest that IS proposal would need the approval of 
many stakeholders and to be signed off by them to show that they had agreed on its scope and 
contents in terms of its linkage to the future financial plan and that they could be held 
responsible if anything were to go wrong. Thus the bank in following this policy will 
encourage only the presentation of serious IS project proposal to the investment decision 
makers. 

7. Limitations of the Study 

One important limitation of the research that it was uniquely concerned with pre-evaluation, 
addressing only the development of the IS proposal and thus limiting the scope of the study to 
one part of the IS lifecycle. This restriction, enforced by the fact that the case study 
organisation did not carry out ex-post evaluation, precluded the consideration of a number of 
issues, such as the accountability of the decision makers for the IS investment result, the 
dynamics of the ongoing evaluation and the supervision of IS projects. Another limitation is 
that the case study represents a snapshot in time of IS evaluation practices. One or more 
longitudinal studies would have added to the understanding of the evaluation process by 
further examining attempts at both ex-ante and ex-post evaluation.  
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8. Recommendations for Future Work 

This study explored only pre-evaluation, while future research should be extended to 
evaluation throughout the IS lifecycle. Moreover, it would be of value in testing the theory to 
extend it to small and medium-sized enterprises, to determine the effect—if any—of 
organisational size differences. One new direction of research would be to investigate barriers 
to the development of IS proposals. This could be a direct extension of the work described in 
this paper, studying one or more cases in the Jordanian banking sector. 
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