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SUMMARY 
International Development Projects (IDP) are designed to deliver sustained solutions to 
human life quality threatens. They aim to improve living conditions in emerging 
countries through initiatives that should provide long-term sustained results. However, 
the extreme characteristics of IDP contexts challenge traditional project management 
methodologies. The dynamic nature of stakeholders’ relationships and influence adds 
additional pressures to the management teams. Higher levels of uncertainty in IDP are 
faced with non-flexible strategies that compromise the long-term desired results. Not 
enough participation of relevant stakeholders and beneficiaries limits the impact of 
development initiatives.  
 
The authors could identify that IDP management is overall an under-investigated field. 
Specifically, contemporary challenges arisen from unbalanced robust/flexible strategies 
and low stakeholders participation have undermined the impact success of those 
projects. Moreover, there is no academic study that constructs on how flexibility could 
be enhanced in IDP, while maintaining control. Methodologies such as design thinking 
and agile have elucidated new paths of action for better impact and customer 
satisfaction in other industries, by enabling flexibility and change management. Despite 
their huge proven success, these methodologies are still a phenomenon limited to IT and 
design industries. Therefore, in IDP field there is no framework linking contingency and 
participatory development theories with flexible methods similar to design thinking and 
agile methodologies. 
 
In order to bridge this gap the authors will embark in a qualitative study to explore 
literature and gain insights from actors within the IDP field about the problem at hand. 
A multiple embedded case study will be conducted with ID academics and practitioners 
at supervisory and implementation levels from across the world. A possible solution 
will be designed for IDP management from a different angle to that of traditional 
management, in order to build up flexibility without compromising project structure. 
The proposed framework will tackle flexibility and participation issues by integrating 
design thinking and agile methodologies into IDP. 
 
The theoretical findings suggest that enabling participatory development strategies in 
the design phase, and expanding the available project knowledge would enhance IDP 
flexibility.  Likewise, IDP flexibility during the implementation phase is impacted by 
the quality and relevance of information and methodological tools available, 
stakeholders’ involvement, as well as the handover process. Therefore, since no 
previous studies interconnecting those theories to enhanced flexibility could be found in 
IDP, an expansion of available theoretical knowledge on contingency and participatory 
development theory in IDP is produced. The authors concluded that design thinking and 
agile principles may conceptually prove useful to effectively deal with the problems 
identified, thus project design is more adequate, and collaboration among stakeholders 
proves effective to deal with uncertainty and complexity. These constructs are explained 
in the propositions made for the SUITE framework to IDP, which aims to practically 
contribute to the management field of IDP. 
 
Keywords: International Development, Project Management, IDP, Flexibility, 
Participatory Development, Agile, Design Thinking. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. PROBLEM BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH GAP 
Most contemporary organizations structure work around projects as means to achieve 
their business objectives with a higher level of performance and productivity (Araujo 
et al., 2015, p.1052; Blomquist & Müller, 2006, p.52; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, 
p.278). In fact, projects are vehicles to convert organizational vision into reality 
(Turner, 1996, p.6). This is particularly true in International Development Projects 
(IDP) as vehicles to achieve the organizational mission and vision to improve living 
conditions in emerging countries (Golini & Landoni, 2014, p.1). Therefore, the impact 
of these types of projects must reach complex dimensions outside the parent 
organizations by enhancing, and in some cases transforming social and economic 
systems (Golini & Landoni, 2014, p.1). But there is something essentially inaccurate 
with the current project management practices applied in development projects and it 
needs to be revised (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1183; Lovegrove et al., 2012). The poor 
performance of projects and the dissatisfaction of project stakeholders and 
beneficiaries have become dominant in contemporary reality (Ika & Hodgson, 2014, 
p.1184; Ika et al. 2012, p.105). Increasing complexity and uncertainty in projects are 
often encountered by rigid project management practices that hampers adaptation to 
the contemporary challenges of IDP (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.54; Svejvig & Andersen, 
2014, p.278). Instead, higher levels of uncertainty should be faced with a better 
balance between robustness and flexibility in order to avoid risk (Caron, 2013, p.29) 
and take advantage of opportunities coming from emergent scenarios (Haniff, & 
Fernie, 2008, p.10).  
 
Despite the constant expansion of recommendations, knowledge and partial solutions 
to find a balance between project management theory and the international 
development practice, IDP continue failing at an astonishing rate (Matta & Ashkenas, 
2003, p.109; Atkinson, 1999, p.337); 64% and almost identical to that of conventional 
projects (Lovegrove et al. 2012). This is due primarily to static out-to-date conceptual 
base of project management models and methodologies used in IDP (Svejvig & 
Andersen, 2014, p.278). And secondly, traditional approaches to project management 
shift the focus of the project team away from on actual project goals towards 
bureaucratic and cumbersome processes and activities (Matta & Ashkenas, 2003, 
p.109). The recurrent implementation of traditional project management tools and 
techniques has undermined the flexibility and delicacy required by the unique 
characteristics of IDP (Keene, 2007, p.2). A research study conducted by Globalhood 
(Keene, 2007) has evidenced that unrestricted application of project management 
standard practices to IDP has led to a complete disregard for the broad context of IDP 
as well as un-holistic over generalized plans. The result is a cultural paradigm that 
perpetuates unsustainable development based on exclusion, rigidity, lack of feedback, 
and lack of accountability (Keene, 2007, p. 2).  Thus, the current state of International 
Development Sector requires a transformation from the classical view of project and 
project management methodologies towards more adaptive methodologies that could 
increase project’s success possibilities (Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278). 
 
Earlier in management research, pioneering ideas in contingency theory proposed that 
successful organizations employ more dynamic managerial systems rather than 
“mechanistic” structures, respectively to how stable is the environment in which they 
operate (Burns & Stalker, 1961; Chandler, 1962; Thompson, 1967; Lawrence & 
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Lorsch, 1967). Subsequent constructs argued that there is no single best 
organizational pattern to follow; nonetheless organizations shall drive their goals 
strategically to fit adaptively with the environment. (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; 
Galbraith, 1973; Hofer, 1975, p.806). Similarly in project management contingency 
research, there is the precept that different types of projects operating in diverse 
environments with different resources, require differentiated project management 
approaches to achieve better results (Payne & Turner, 1999, p.58; Shenhar, 2001, 
p.412; Howell et al., 2010, p.257). The diverse nature of projects affects the methods 
in which they are best managed, and this provides a framework within which 
“projects can be differentiated in terms of contingency factors” to be administered 
efficiently (Howell et al, 2010, p. 257, Sauser, 2009, p.677; Carroll & Burton, 2012, 
p.5). Likewise, decisions in projects are produced under the influence of a series of 
internal and external factors, and communication systems, which not solely include 
the organizational parent, but all of the stakeholders involved in the project as an 
organization (Haniff, & Fernie, 2008, p.10; Carroll & Burton, 2012, p.13). 
Additionally, they are especially difficult to manage because they cover most sectors 
of project management, are public sector projects, present unique institutional 
challenges and goals, share governance under partnerships, among many other (Ika & 
Hodgson, 2014 p.1186). Therefore, IDP are extreme cases of features to conventional 
projects becasuse of their socio-political complexity, regarless if they are from private 
or public sector, national or international projects (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1186). This 
view has produced contingent approaches to project management in IDP, which see 
participatory, flexible, (Dichter, 1989), and people first development (Cernea, 1985),  
as key to project success to IDP (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1189).     
 
Trying to incorporate the complexity of the human dimensions of development, 
participatory development (PD) in different modes has been advocated around the 
importance of integrating communities and civil society as key stakeholders into the 
decision making process of development (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1189, Dipholo, 
2002, p.66; Brett, 2003, p.4; Williams, 2004, p.557; Peels & Develtere, 2009, p.332; 
Clief & Afrane, 2013, p.186; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1267). Different PD 
methodologies such as Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA) have been developed as 
institutional learning frameworks to implement participation around learning in 
different phases of the project cycle (Rietbergen-McCracken & Narayan, 1998, p.7-
19; Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1189). Potential benefits of empowerment are recognized 
in the realms of participation as means of political integration and change (Williams, 
2004, p. 570). But clear structural issues of accountability, disparity in power 
relationships, gaps in technical competences, and the ambiguity of the concepts of 
participation, stakeholders, and development, have proven that the participation 
argument is often overwhelmed by these complexities (Brett, 2003, p.22; Ward , 
2010, p.193; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p. 1273). 
 
On a parallel line of management research for more effective, efficient and adaptive 
methodologies, a few decades back Agile and Design Thinking methodologies were 
presented as a revolution against traditional development practices based on waterfall 
processes (Cobb, 2011, p.5). On one hand, Agile methodologies allow IT 
organizations to be flexible in their plans, able to respond faster to threats and 
opportunities and take actions in response to feedback aiming to maintain a focus on 
desirable results (Beck et al., 2001, p.6). Agile methods rely on permanent readiness 
to proactively or reactively embrace change and learn from it while maintaining 
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balance and control, thus contributing to perceived customer value (Sheffield & 
Lemétayer, 2013, p.459). In other words, Agile is a value-capture methodology. On 
the other hand, Design Thinking encourages managers to think like designers in an 
iterative and interactive process where problems are approached as a system, and 
solutions are integrated by infusing innovation (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.334; 
Moote, 2013, p.30). The success of Design Thinking relies on thorough 
understanding, through direct observation, of what is wanted, needed, and liked by 
involved stakeholders (Brown, 2008, p.86). Design Thinking is useful to find possible 
solutions for a situation and create prototypes. The on-going process of modification 
in the Design Thinking process aims to remove discrepancies; and build a bridge 
between the problem and specifications by providing a design solution based on an 
ever-evolving solution concept (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.335). In other words, 
Design Thinking is a value-creation process (Moote, 2013, p.59).  
 
Design thinking and agile methodologies define values and principles of project 
management, rather than measurements or criteria, given that each project is unique 
and depends on abilities to respond effectively to change and customer requirements 
(Von Rosing et al. 2015, p.556-558). This is not to say that time and quality are 
unimportant in Design Thinking and Agile methodologies. In fact the agile manifesto 
include on-time delivery and quality in those principles, but emphasis on product 
usability, learning, flexibility and the customer is the core characteristic (Beck et al., 
2001, p.7).    
 
Although agile origins and common implementations can be traced almost exclusively 
to software projects, the methods are gaining strong interest in the general field of 
project management (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.140). Large-scale empirical studies 
have evidenced that the probability of achieving project success have improved 
through the use of Agile (Serrador & Pinto, 2015, p.1050). For this reason, Agile 
project management methods have developed widely and rapidly in the IT field to the 
extent that some authors argue that agile thinking is crucial for success in the 21st 
century (Highsmith, et al., 2012; Spundak, 2014, p.940). Unfortunately, agile 
continues to be predominantly an IT phenomenon (Serrador & Pinto, 2015, p.1040). 
There is lack of research and attempts to develop frameworks for implementation of 
Agile methods outside IT field despite of the high demand for them (Stettina & Hörz, 
2014, p.140; Stare, 2014, p.296; Cubric, 2013, p.120; Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.1).  
 
Moreover, there is no academic proposal for trying to intersect design thinking and 
agile methodologies in a new framework for increasing flexibility, through a value 
creation/capture dynamic. However, Smith and Oltmann (2010, p.1) asked how 
similar methodologies would become applicable for other types of projects facing 
shifting environments and uncertainty? They proposed a set of “flexible project 
management” principles inspired from agile methodologies to enable projects to deal 
with shifting environments (Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.7). They acknowledged that 
non-software projects often confront obstacles and challenges similar to those of IT 
projects: turbulent environments, unstable requirements, indecisive clients, and slow 
capability to react against fast moving technology and competitors (Smith & Oltmann, 
2010, p.1). Thus, regarding the project management discipline purely “as execution 
management” is to omit a lot of what is essential to it (Morris, 2013, p.20). That is 
particularly true in IDP, which face organizational and managerial challenges equal to 
those of conventional projects, but because of their multidimensional complexity of 



 

4 

political and social aspects, they are much more difficult to manage (Ika & Hodgson, 
2014, p. 1185-1186). 
   
Therefore, this thesis project proposes that in the context of IDP, where PM 
methodologies are often inconsistent with complex social and political dimensions, 
the concepts of Design Thinking and Agile may frame a more comprehensive 
management approach. Principles such as selective flexibility, learning, adequate 
authority, people first, collaboration, and openness to unstable requirements, may 
prove useful in complementing or replacing traditional PM in dealing with recurring 
issues in IDP. However, given the multidimensional nature of international 
development, applicability of such approaches needs to be assessed and developed. 
Hence, the opportunity to create a more sensible PM framework for IDP, by 
integrating contingency approaches, through the best of Design Thinking, Agile 
methods, and Participatory Development; represents an inspiring responsibility for 
management researchers and practitioners.   

1.2. RESEARCH QUESTION AND PURPOSE 
How could flexibility be enhanced in International Development Projects? 

 
By answering the proposed research question, this thesis will serve the purpose of 
providing theoretical and practical contributions to PM in IDP on how to increase 
flexibility and participation using agile and design thinking practices. First, theoretical 
contributions will be generated from qualitative changes in the boundaries of 
contingency, flexibility and participatory development theories available in 
international development projects’ literature (Whetten, 1989, p.493). These 
theoretical contributions could generate new ideas while relating to practice, therefore 
increasing available knowledge in the management field (Saunders, et al., 2012, p.8). 
Secondly, the design of a new framework for IDP project management based on the 
implementation of Design Thinking and Agile outside the IT field, would provide a 
practical contribution since no attempts to develop such a framework have been done 
before (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.140; Stare, 2014, p.296; Cubric, 2013, p.120; Smith 
& Oltmann, 2010, p.1). The research results would contribute to tackle wicked IDP 
issues in contemporary practice, such as disregard for the context, un-holistic plans, 
exclusion, rigidity, lack of feedback, and accountability; which remain as the main 
causes of project failure in the sector of ID (Keene, 2007, p. 2; Matta & Ashkenas, 
2003, p.109; Atkinson, 1999, p.337). The research includes rigorous and relevant 
theoretical and methodological dimensions as well as a high practical relevance, thus 
its findings would contribute to pragmatic science in project management 
(Hodgkinson, et al., 2001, p.S42).  

1.3. STRUCTURE OF THE RESEARCH 
The research will be structured in a systematic way in order to answer the research 
questions and comply with the research purpose, thereby increasing the available 
knowledge in the area of study (Saunders, et al., 2012, p.5). The structure of the study 
also reflects our intention to increasing collaboration between academic research and 
IDP practitioners in order to provide findings that are valuable for both academia and 
practice (Crouch & Parrish, 2015, p.493).  
 
In section 1, Introduction, the problem background is established based on theory 
review, which allows identifying a knowledge gap in current available research. 
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Hence, a research question is formulated and the research purposes are specified. A 
statement of limitations for the research closes the section. Section 2, Scientific 
Methodology, presents the research philosophy that will frame the knowledge 
development and the nature of that knowledge. That section will cover: ontology, 
epistemology, research approach, research design, pre-understandings, literature 
search and choice of theories. The Section 3, Literature Review, constitutes the 
theoretical framework of the research. As such, we will present and analyze available 
research on the two core concepts of our research: Contingency theory and 
Participatory Development. The chapter will be closed by providing a literature 
review of agile methodology and Design Thinking for framing purposes, although it is 
acknowledged that they constitute methods and not a theory per se. 
 
In section 4, Practical Method, will present the qualitative data collection methods, as 
well as the sampling techniques, considerations for the interview guide, the procedure 
and protocol followed for conducting the interviews and the transcribing process. 
Section 5 Qualitative empirical findings and analysis will display the empirical data 
obtained through the chosen analytical method.  
 
Section 6, Discussion, we elaborate upon the research findings and draws conclusions 
based on comparison with previous studies. Relationships, patterns and trends found 
in previous chapter will be discussed in-depth, as well as theoretical, practical, and 
social implications will be discussed. This Section will also propose a new SUITED 
(Successful International Development) Framework, for the management of 
International Development Projects. It is inspired by Design Thinking and Agile 
methods, and will discuss practical implications according with the data provided by 
the qualitative empirical findings. Moreover, an assessment of practicalities and 
impact of the SUITED Framework on increased flexibility and participation will be 
conducted, along with an acknowledgment of benefits and limitations for international 
development projects.  
 
Finally, Section 8 Conclusions will provide a final review of the research main 
findings. The main findings will be linked back to the research question and purposes 
to demonstrate that the results have met the purpose previously stated. Practical and 
theoretical implications of the study will be summarized as well as the limitations of 
the study. The section will express suggestions for relevant further research. 

1.4. LIMITATIONS 
International Development Projects (IDP) are characterized by uniqueness, 
complexity, delicate and sometimes intangible goals, along with a large and 
heterogeneous number of stakeholders (Ika, et al., 2012, p.106). The focus of the 
research will be limited to social and economic development projects aiming to the 
betterment of life quality, since this type of projects share similar success 
complexities and challenges.  
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2. SCIENTIFIC METHODOLOGY 

2.1. ONTOLOGY 
Ontology refers to the study of being and the nature of reality (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.130; Crotty, 2003, p.10). This philosophical stance raises questions based on the 
assumptions researches have about the way the world operates (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.130); and what they believe constitutes social reality (Grix, 2002, p.177). Ontology 
is concerned with whether objects have an external reality to social actors that make 
them impartial; or on the contrary, they are the result of the actions and influences of 
social actors upon them (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.20; Grix, 2002, p.177). Ontology 
constantly debates about the independent existence of objects from social actors; or 
the creation of those objects through social construction processes by social actors 
(Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991, p.7; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.20). These two 
approaches for understanding reality are the foundations of the ontological positions 
known as objectivism and subjectivism (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.20; Saunders et al., 
2012, p.131). 
 
On one hand, objectivists view reality and knowledge as an objective, independent 
and accessible to all (Long et al., 2000, p.190). This means objects exist in a reality 
that is external of social actors (Saunders et al., 2012, p.131). Objectivism would 
interpret the requirements for approval of IDP as a part of a formal structure to which 
project management must adhere, i.e. The USAID Logic Framework Approach 
(Hermano et al., 2013, p22). This perspective emphasizes the structural features of 
IDP and lead to an assumption that all IDP shall be managed in a similar way. On the 
other hand, subjectivists view reality as dependent on individual experience (Long et 
al., 2000, p.190). In consequence, subjectivism would perceive each project as a 
unique endeavor that must adapt to environment and changing customer requirements 
(Von Rosing et al., 2001, p.7). Subjectivism is also related with social 
constructionism. Social constructionism promotes a process of construction where 
humans shape the social world, and in return transform themselves (Packer & 
Goicoechea, 2000, p.234). In other words, social phenomena are under a continuous 
creation and revision process based on the perceptions and actions of social actors 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.132).  

 
We argue that the denials of reality as a product of social constructs in IDP projects 
have played a major role in the failure of the industry. We view the nature of IDP as 
one where reality is constructed and transformed by the influence of social actors’ 
perceptions and actions. Based on the aforementioned considerations, the ontological 
stance we embrace is subjectivism – social constructionism. We view IDP reality as a 
creation of social actors, where possible knowledge is confined to an understanding of 
the processes involved in that creation (Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p. 497). Moreover, 
since this research is built upon a qualitative study, social constructionism is the most 
appropriate ontological stance. The qualitative empirical study aims to explore the 
insights, concerns and relevant experience from professionals with a prominent role in 
IDP in order to build a framework to enhance flexibility and participation. Social 
constructionism supports our intentions to understand the phenomena and build the 
framework based on a holistic analysis and integration of insights from IDP’s 
researchers and practitioners. 
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2.2. EPISTEMOLOGY 
Ontology and Epistemology are two poles of a continuum, where the latter focus on 
the source and components of knowledge (Long et al., 2000, p.190; Orlikowski & 
Baroudi, 1991, p.8). Epistemology is the philosophical stance concerned by what 
constitutes acceptable knowledge and how this knowledge can be studied (Saunders et 
al., 2012, p.132; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15; Grix, 2002, p.177). It is interested about 
the position of researcher, who can be part of the knowledge itself, or external to it 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 15). In addition, epistemology is related with the 
assumptions about the source of knowledge and how can it be transmitted to other 
(Long et al., 2000, p.190). When thinking about what constitutes valid knowledge, 
researchers often face the issue whether the social phenomena can be studied with the 
same methods, rules and procedures as natural sciences or not (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p. 15). Different streams to study knowledge have developed four epistemological 
stances: positivism, realism, interpretivism and pragmatism (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.134).  
 
Firstly, positivism reflects the philosophical stance of natural scientist (Saunders et 
al., 2012, p.134). This means, it relies on the methods of natural sciences to the study 
to the study of social reality (Grix, 2002, p.178). Positivist studies are used mainly to 
test theory, because they increase predictive understanding of the studied phenomena 
(Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991, p.5). Positivists undertake research in a value-free way, 
and prefer to collect data about observables realities and search for patterns and causal 
relationships in order to generate law-like generalizations (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.134). Secondly, realism also relates to scientific enquiries and it assumes a scientific 
approach similar to positivism (Saunders et al., 2012, p.136). In this case, reality is 
what researchers sense, and objects are considered to have an existence independent 
of the human mind (Saunders et al., 2012, p.136). Both positivism and realism are 
linked to the ontological perspective of objectivism (Saunders et al., 2012, p.134). 
 
The third epistemological stance is the interpretivism, which states that researchers 
need to understand differences between humans and their roles as social actors 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.137). Interpretivism advocates for a differentiation between 
the objects of natural science and human beings (Grix, 2002, p.178). Hence, the social 
scientist must grasp the subjective meaning of social actions (Grix, 2002, p.177). In 
other terms, everyday social roles are interpreted according to the meaning given to 
these roles by us (Saunders et al., 2012, p.137). Interpretive researchers reject the 
existence of objective events or situations; and they seek instead to increase the 
understanding about a phenomenon within its context and from the perspective of the 
participants (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991, p.5). Interpretivism is linked to the 
ontological stance of Subjectivism-social constructionism, since social world can be 
captured only by getting inside the world of people participating in it (Orlikowski & 
Baroudi, 1991, p.14). Interpretivism aims to gain an in-depth understanding of a 
phenomenon instead of looking for generalization (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991, p.5). 
Lastly, pragmatism advocates that the most important element to define an 
epistemological position is the research question, meaning that pragmatists use the 
method or methods that produce credible, well-founded, reliable and relevant data for 
the research (Saunders et al., 2012, p.130). 
 
The purpose of our study is to provide theoretical and practical contributions on how 
to increase flexibility and participation in IDP through the understanding of our 
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research subjects’ world and point of view. For this reason, we argue that our research 
is based on an epistemological interpretivism. Interpretivism keeps the consistency 
with our ontological view of subjectivism-social constructionism. Moreover, we argue 
that since the empirical study in our research is based on the insights and experiences 
of professionals, interpretivism would preserve the nuances and complexity of IDP’s 
world, which otherwise would be lost. By avoiding partialization of analysis and 
exclusion of human roles and intentionality of choice in IDP, we aim to enable a 
holistic, more comprehensive study of IDP’s current state and future solutions 
(Ghoshal, 2005, p.76). In this sense, researchers and practitioners could not be 
analysed using normative methods from natural science. We will collect and interpret 
our data from the basis that research participants are part of the reality that we are 
trying to understand, and that this reality cannot be understood in an independent 
manner, since they create it themselves. 

2.3. RESEARCH APPROACH 
Statements and observations made by researchers are established as true and serve as 
the foundation for theories and laws (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15). Analysis and 
inferences made from statements, observations and data is key for operational 
research validity (Ormerod, 2010, p.1207). Induction and deduction are two ways to 
determine what is true or false and to draw conclusions (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, 
p.15). Deduction is based on logic coming out from theory, while induction is based 
on empirical evidence to build theory (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15). There is a 
third type of research approach called abduction. Abduction is a type of critical 
thinking, linked to exploratory data analysis (Ho, 1994, p.16). 
 
By deduction, researchers draw conclusions through logical reasoning from a set of 
principles and premises (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15; Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.143; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.23). The conclusions are considered true if all the 
foundational principles are true (Saunders et al., 2012, p.143; Ormerod, 2010, 
p.1209). Deductive research builds hypotheses from existing literature, which can be 
exposed to testing, and thus can be accepted or rejected (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, 
p.15). In terms of generalizability, a deductive approach goes from the general to the 
specific and data collection is used to evaluate propositions and hypothesis from an 
already existing theory (Saunders et al., 2012, p.144). However, a deductive approach 
is often associated with quantitative research (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15; 
Ormerod, 2010, p.1207). Since our study consists on a qualitative research this 
approach will not suffice the consistency of the empirical study. Our knowledge gap 
has identified a lack of research in contingency, flexibility, and participatory 
development theories directly linked to PM in IDP. There is no framework available 
that could integrate contingency and participatory development theories through 
design thinking and agile methodologies to enhance project flexibility. Hence, 
deductive reasoning cannot lead to the discovery of new knowledge (Ho, 1994, p.18).  
In addition, main criticism to deductive approach are based on the inadequate 
explanation of the way people think, respond to the environment and provide 
normative guidelines (Ormerod, 2010, p.1207), which are critical to fulfil the purpose 
of this research. For this reason, we argue that deductive reasoning would not be a 
proper approach for this research aiming to produce new knowledge for the IDP field.  
 
Through induction researchers draw conclusion from empirical observations (Ghauri 
& Gronhaug, 2010, p.15; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.23; Ormerod, 2010, p.1207). The 
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process of inductive approach starts with observations of social phenomena in order to 
produce findings, which are incorporated back into existing theory through new 
theory building processes (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15). Hence, the research 
conclusions will be supported by the observations made (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.143). In terms of generalizability, inductive approach goes from specific to general 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.144; Ormerod, 2010, p.1210). Induction is often associated 
with qualitative research (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.15). Since ontological and 
epistemological decisions lead logically to the employment of methodologies (Grix, 
2002, p.178), an inductive approach would keep consistency with the study proposed 
by this research. In addition, inductive researches use collected data to explore 
phenomena, identify themes and create conceptual frameworks (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.144). Because of the purpose of this research is to increase theoretical understanding 
by creating a new framework to enhance flexibility and participation based on 
empirical findings; we argue that an inductive approach will benefit the research 
outcome. Although inductive approach has been criticized due to its lack of 
tractability and justification (Ormerod, 2010, p.1211); we argue that induction can be 
justified if instances of which researchers have no experience resemble those of which 
they have experience (Ho, 1994, p.22). For this reason, in the case of social and 
economic IDP where there is a shared set of complexity and challenges, an inductive 
approach could be useful since they resemble similar characteristics. 
 
Lastly, abduction is an approach to reasoning where known premises are used to 
generate testable conclusions (Saunders et al., 2012, p.144). Abduction aims to 
determine which hypothesis or proposition to test, through proper categorization (Ho, 
1994, p.16). Instead of limiting the research approach to a decision between deduction 
and induction, abductive inference moves back and forth combining both approaches 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.147). Unlike deduction and induction, abduction is a type of 
critical thinking rather than a symbolic logic (Ho, 1994, p.16). Abductive approach 
produces generalization from the interaction between the specific and the general 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.144). Abductive approach uses collected data in the same 
way as induction, but then goes further to test research results through subsequent 
data collection and so forth (Saunders et al., 2012, p.144; Ho, 1994, p.17-18). Since 
the conclusions drew by this research could not be tested due to the lack of IDP 
implementing the SUITED framework, we argue this approach would not benefit the 
purpose of our research. 

2.4. RESEARCH DESIGN 
The research design is the master plan to relate the research problem to relevant 
empirical research (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.54). Methodological fit is the 
foundation upon which high quality of field research can be assured (Edmondson & 
McManus, 2007, p.1156; Gephart, 2004, p.456) Throughout the research design 
section, we will clarify the nature of the research project and the method to be used. 
Then, we will discuss the chosen research strategies, the proposed time horizon, and 
the quality of the research design.  

2.4.1. Nature of the Research Project 
Depending on the nature of the research question, researches may embark on 
exploratory, descriptive or explanatory studies (Saunders et al., 2012, p.172). Firstly, 
in exploratory researches, the problem is unstructured and poorly understood (Ghauri 
& Gronhaug, 2010, p.54). Exploratory researches aims to gain insights and 
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understandings about blurred phenomena (Saunders et al., 2012, p.172; Krishnaswami 
& Satyaprasad, 2010, p.12). Because of its exploratory nature, this type of research 
project must be flexible and adaptable to change as new information comes up and 
clarifies the problem (Saunders et al., 2012, p.171; Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.56). 
Secondly, descriptive research goal is to create a profile of events, actors or situations. 
For this reason, the problem must be structured and clarified prior to collecting the 
required data (Saunders et al., 2012, p.171). Structure, precise rules and procedures 
are common characteristics of descriptive studies (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.57). 
In descriptive studies researchers must go further and draw conclusions from the 
described data while evaluating it and synthetizing ideas (Saunders et al., 2012, p.171; 
Krishnaswami & Satyaprasad, 2010, p.12). Lastly, during explanatory studies the 
researchers is confronted with “cause/effect” problems (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, 
p.57). In this case, one of the purposes of the research must be to isolate the causes 
and prove up to what extend the causes produce the observed effects (Ghauri & 
Gronhaug, 2010, p.57). In other words, explanatory researches study a phenomenon in 
order to explain the relationship between its variables (Saunders et al., 2012, p.172). 
 
Our research question aims to answer how flexibility could be enhanced in 
international development projects. In order to suffice the research question and draw 
conclusions that serve the purpose of the research, we will embark in an exploratory 
study. We had established that the problem under scrutiny aims to answer a “how” 
type of question (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.57). Moreover, the potential solution is 
not clear and the available information is scarce (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.57). 
Hence, we will need to gain insights from actors within the IDP field. We will attempt 
to explore solutions for IDP management from a different angle to traditional 
management. Furthermore, an exploratory research will be helpful to construct a 
possible solution to flexibility issues and participation by proposing a framework for 
IDP project management that integrates design thinking and agile methodologies. 

2.4.2. Research Method 
The research question and purpose also lead to defining which method is more 
appropriate to collect required data (Saunders et al., 2012, p.161; Orlikowski & 
Baroudi, 1991, p.8). The method selected must be guided by, and linked to, the 
research question and to the sources of data collected (Grix, 2002, p.179). There are 
three types of research methods: quantitative, qualitative and mixed-methods 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.161). Researchers need to analyze how their philosophical 
assumptions inform the methodological choice, research approaches and strategies in 
order to select a coherent method (Saunders et al., 2012, p.161; Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p.37; Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.491). Moreover, researchers willing to explore 
different types of questions must be methodologically versatile in order to assess 
when each is more fitted than the other one (Edmondson & McManus, 2007, p.1175).  
 
On one hand, quantitative research is associated with positivism and the generation of 
numerical data (Saunders et al., 2012, p.162; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.37; Long et al., 
2000, p.195). Quantitative methods are appropriate for mature theory analysis and 
testing (Edmondson & McManus, 2007, p.1165). Quantitative methods interpret and 
capture the social world as a concrete structure (Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.498). In 
quantitative studies a deductive approach is often in place, as well as an examination 
of relationships between numerically measured variables (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.162; Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.498). On the other hand, qualitative research is 
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linked to interpretive philosophy (Gephart, 2004, p.455; Saunders et al., 2012, p.163). 
In qualitative studies, researchers make sense of subjective and socially constructed 
meaning of phenomena (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.38; 
Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.498). Qualitative method is complemented by an 
inductive approach to develop a broader theoretical knowledge than already exists in 
the literature (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163). For this reason, qualitative methods are 
appropriate for nascent theory (Edmondson & McManus, 2007, p.1165).   
 
A combination of qualitative and quantitative methods is known as mixed-methods 
research design (Saunders et al., 2012, p.164; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.39). Mixed-
methods research design benefits a research philosophy where a combination of 
realist ontology and interpretivism epistemology; or pragmatism is in place (Saunders 
et al., 2012, p.164). In addition, mixed-methods are useful where the research purpose 
is to increase validity of new measures and/or to better understand the components 
underlying quantitative results (Edmondson & McManus, 2007, p.1157).  In terms of 
the research approach, mixed-methods may use deductive, inductive or combination 
of both (Saunders et al., 2012, p.164).  
 
Keeping a coherent line with the research philosophy and approach that we have 
previously presented, our research will follow a qualitative research method (Morgan 
& Smircich, 1980, p.497). Our interpretive philosophy demands us to make sense of 
the socially constructed meanings expressed by the research participants in the studied 
context (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163; Gephart, 2004, p.455). Qualitative method is 
appropriate to generate valid interpretive knowledge by conducting studies aiming to 
capture the human actions within their social world (Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991, 
p.14; Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.498). In a similar manner, the inductive approach 
proposed by this research would be benefited by an emergent research design 
(Gephart, 2004, p.455; Saunders et al., 2012, p.163). In order to develop the 
conceptual framework, we will use data collection techniques that are both naturalistic 
and interactive, such as interviews, while using non-probability sampling techniques 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.163).  
 
Nonetheless, qualitative studies are criticized due to the disregard or reliability in the 
pursuit of validity (Long et al., 2000, p.195). They are also criticized because the 
research results can rarely be generalized since they aim to gain an in-depth 
understanding of a phenomenon instead (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.408). However, we 
argue that a qualitative approach is more suited for theory development (Long et al., 
2000, p.195). We support this argument with Long et al (2000, p.195) statement that 
the real problems with research methods arise when one method is used exclusively 
for both theory generation and testing. Since the scope of this research is not theory 
testing, quantitative studies will not add any value (Long et al., 2000, p.195). In 
addition, the diversity of social actors and organizations selected for the qualitative 
empirical study will benefit normative case studies where constructive generalization 
rhetoric can be used based on innovation diffusion (Lukka & Kasanen, 1995, p.85). 

2.4.3. Research strategy 
The method is the approach to a general type of research, while the strategies are the 
techniques and investigative tools employed (Long et al., 2000, p.194). The research 
strategy is considered the plan that the researcher will follow to answer his research 
question (Saunders et al., 2012, p.173). The most important aspect to consider when 
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choosing a research strategy is to keep coherence throughout the research design in 
order to answer the research question and meet the research purpose (Saunders et al., 
2012, p.173; Long et al., 2000, p.191; Morgan & Smircich, 1980, p.491).  
 
Although qualitative studies do not favour a specific strategy (Denzin & Lincoln, 
2003, p.8), a few methodologies are associated with this type of research, since they 
share ontological and epistemological roots (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163; Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.392). For instance, the main strategies used with qualitative research are: 
action research, ethnography, narrative inquiry, grounded theory and case study 
research (Saunders et al., 2012, p.163-164). Table 1 provides definitions and 
comparisons on these strategies. 
 
Grounded theory derives from the interpretive tradition of social research (Gephart, 
2004, p.456; Engward, 2013, p.37). From the data collected, we aim to develop theory 
through the development of a new framework for IDP management, where a 
grounded theory strategy may seem to be required (Chiovitti & Piran, 2003, p.427; 
Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.584). However, in order for a grounded theory to be valid, it 
requires higher levels of analytical coding by holding an abductive approach where 
data can be collected and then tested (Saunders et al., 2012, p.186). Because of this 
research approach is inductive and not abductive, and given that results cannot be 
tested yet due to research constraints, we do not consider grounded theory as a proper 
strategy for this study. In addition, the results arouse by this study pertain to a specific 
phenomenon observed in IDP rather than a broader range of phenomena (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.592). Moreover, in grounded theory strategy the researcher cannot 
impose a theory from previous studies onto the collected data (Chiovitti & Piran, 
2003; Connelly, 2013, p.124). This argument does not correspond to our study where 
the practical purpose of the research is to integrate contingency and participatory 
development theory with design thinking and agile methodologies. Although there are 
not theories specifically designed for IDP in terms of participatory development and 
contingency intersected by agile and design thinking methodologies, the inner pre-
requisites for the development of a grounded theory are not met by the design and 
scope of this research.  
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Research 
Strategy Definition Type of problems 

addressed 
Action Research Develops solutions to real organizational 

problems through participation, while 
promoting organizational learning 
(Brydon-Miller et al., 2003, p.11) 

Real organizational 
problems. Research on 
commission. 

Ethnography Enables the study of groups in writing up 
cultural accounts (Harvey & Myers, 
1995, p.21-22) 

Describe and interpret the 
relationships and patterns 
of a cultural group. 

Narrative Inquiry Interprets an event through a personal 
account (Conle, 2000, p. 52) 

Narrate experiences and 
phenomena from an 
individual perspective. 

Grounded Theory Develops theoretical explanations to 
social interactions and processes in 
diverse contexts (Chiovitti & Piran, 
2003) 

Develop new theory 
grounded on the insights 
and perspectives of 
research participants.  

Case Study Explores a research topic within its 
context, aiming to gain a rich 
understanding of both the context and the 
processes enacted (Eisenhardt & 
Graebner, 2007, p.25) 

Understand in-depth 
phenomena through the 
study of a representative 
case or cases. 

Table 1 Qualitative Research Strategies Characteristics (Saunders et al., 2012) 

On the contrary, case study methods are in-depth studies of the phenomena under 
consideration, whose goal is to observe, reconstruct and analyze a case from a 
sociological perspective (Hamel, et al., 1993, p.1; Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.5). Our 
ontological and epistemological position requires us to observe the phenomena from 
the perspective of the social actor involved. A case study research method allows us 
to do so by highlighting the features of social constructs and interactions as common 
behavior patterns and structures within IDP field (Hamel, et al., 1993, p.2; Yin, 2009, 
p.3; Gummesson, 2007, p.228; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p.27), and it also allows 
an inductive approach (Gummesson, 2007, p.229). Case study strategy is also suited 
for answering to the question “How?” (Saunders et al., 2012, p.179; Yin, 2014, p.4; 
Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.7; Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p.26). Therefore, it is 
often employed in exploratory research (Saunders et al., 2012, p.179). In fact, case 
studies are considered the most important empirical base for master theses at business 
schools (Gummesson, 2007, p.228). In terms of the method, there is a discussion if 
case study represents a method itself or an approach (Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.5-6; 
Hamel, et al., 1993, p.1; Punch, 2014, p.120). We share the statement that case study 
stands as a frame that may incorporate single or mixed methods to holistically study 
the case under analysis (Thomas & Myers, 2015 p.6-7; Gummesson, 2007, p.229). 
These methods may include interviews, observation, documentary analysis, and 
questionnaires, among others (Saunders et al., 2012, p.179). During this research 
project, the chosen method to collect data is interviews, which is in line with the case 
study design. Given the aforementioned considerations, we argue that the purpose of 
this research will be greatly benefited by a research design based on a case study 
strategy. 
 
 

2.4.3.1. Case study types 
Case studies are analyses of persons, events, decisions, periods, projects, institutions 
and other systems (Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.7). Our empirical study is based on data 
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collection from interviews to a variety of professionals at different levels from 
relevant ID organizations. Therefore, it could be considered a multiple case study 
(Punch, 2014, p.121). The purpose of the multiple case study is to cover several cases 
in order to better understand the phenomenon, population or general condition 
(Punch, 2014, p.121). In multiple case study the focus is within and across cases, as 
opposite to single case study where the focus is within the case (Punch, 2014, p.121).  
 
The choice of a multiple case study is grounded on the acknowledgement that a 
phenomenon is affecting the whole field of IDP, as explained in the previous chapter. 
In order to fulfil the purpose of this research and build a new framework for IDP 
management, it is necessary to collect insights and information from different actors 
within the IDP field (Creswell, 2014, p.99). Interview data biases are best mitigated 
by using diverse and highly knowledgeable informants who view the phenomena 
from different perspectives (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p.28). Therefore, we argue 
that multiple cases build a stronger base for theory building (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 
2007, p.27). By doing so, we commit to the holistic analysis and in-depth review 
required by the phenomenon under observation (Thomas & Myers, 2015 p.6-7; 
Gummesson, 2007, p.229). There is also a need to discover shared themes and 
concerns involved in the phenomena among the professionals and organizations 
studied (Saunders et al., 2012, p.180). Hence, replication could be found on the basis 
that the findings occur in each case studied (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p.27). 
Consequently, a literal replication will be in place, for we predict similar results in 
each case studied (Yin, 2003, p.47). 
 
Another consideration within the selection of one type of case study is the distinction 
between holistic and embedded case studies proposed by Yin (2003, p.52) and 
Saunders et al (2012, p.180). If the case study is observing an organization as a whole, 
then it is considered a holistic study (Saunders et al., 2012, p.180). When the research 
involves more than one unit of analysis or logical sub-units within the organization 
i.e. departments, work groups or persons, then it is considered and embedded case 
study Saunders et al., 2012, p.180). These differences are illustrated by figure 1. 
Under the light of these arguments, our research is considered a multiple case 
embedded study. 
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Figure 1 Case Study Types 

 
2.4.3.2. Case Study Research Cycle 

Cepeda & Martin (2005, p.858-859) identified four key stages for case study research 
that will be also covered in this study: Plan, data collection, analysis and reflection. 
Table 2 provides an explanation of the characteristics pertaining to each of them. 
However, it is important to notice that in practice the movement through the cycle 
does not follow a sequential pattern, since these stages are fluid and iterative (Cepeda 
& Martin, 2005, p.858). 
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Table 2 Case Study Research Stages (Cepeda & Martin, 2005, p.858-859). 

 
Through a movement back and forward in the research stages, it is possible for the 
research to build theory (Cepeda & Martin, 2005, p.860). The interaction between the 
initial conceptual framework and the research cycle under the light of the reflect stage 
outcomes, enables building knowledge and theory (Cepeda & Martin, 2005, p.860). 
Our purpose is to develop a new framework for IDP management based on the 
generation of new knowledge by integrating contingency and participatory 
development theories to design thinking and knowledge management. This will be 
done during a single research cycle. In this cycle, the initial conceptual framework 
will express our current understandings and will guide the research cycle (Cepeda & 
Martin, 2005, p.860). At the end of the research cycle the outcome of the reflection 
stage will update the conceptual framework to incorporate the gained knowledge 
(Cepeda & Martin, 2005, p.861). The cycle is illustrated by figure 2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Research 
Stage Characteristics 

Plan 

• Select a research design based on research philosophy and the 
relationships described in the conceptual framework. 

• Identify types of cases and organizations for the research. 
• Access the organizations and informants. 
• Plan methods for collection, recoding, processing and analysis of data. 

Data 
Collection 

• Examine and analyze data, as well as field notes records. 
• Adjust data collection in order to respond to emergent opportunities, 

themes and outcomes (especially in inductive theory building. 

Analysis • Organize and reduce data in order to bring meaning to it. 
• Propose and analyze arguments. 

Reflect 

• Reflect and analyze critically any interpretation obtained. 
• Review the research process, structures of the case and evaluate outcomes. 
• Look beyond data to build theory by considering implications of the 

findings. 
• Update conceptual framework with accumulated knowledge and built 

theory. 
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Figure 2 Research Cycle (Cepeda & Martin, 2005, p.861) 

2.4.3.3. Case Study Limitations and Overcoming of Them 
We have identified four limitations to our selection of a case study method. We will 
elaborate in each one of them and explain the action we will undertake to overcome 
these drawbacks. 
 
a. Resources and time required by multiple case study method (Yin, 2003, p.47). 

The first concern is that multiple case studies require more resources and time 
than single case studies. Yin (2003, p.11) argues that multiple case studies require 
higher amounts of effort because of the massive documentation that might be 
produced along the research. In addition, costs, time and access hurdles, 
employment of multiple methods and complications might arise during the 
research process (Meredith, 1998, p.444). We overcome this limitation by 
employing two researchers, which would improve the research process. Because 
of the use of IT technologies in the study, and the use of Umea University 
facilities, we are able to reduce cost to a rational amount that would not affect the 
progress of the research. In terms of access hurdles, we were able to construct a 
network of professional contacts in IDP through 6+ years of working experience, 
which has eased the access to key professionals and organizations in order to 
fulfil the required population sample.  

 
b. Limitation linked to embedded case studies (Yin, 2003, p.45). During embedded 

case studies, researcher may devote too much focus to the analyses of individual 
units and fail to return to the larger unit of analysis. This way, there is a limitation 
in terms of losing the focus on “the big picture” and the context within case 
studies must be founded. To overcome this limitation, we refer back to the 
organizations studied and the IDP field as a whole during the entire research 
cycle and, especially, during the data analysis stage. 
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c. Value of the case study method (Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.14). Thomas & Myers 
(2015, p.14) questions the ability of the case study method to produce 
generalizable findings. It is argued that generalization is not always what is 
wanted from case study inquiry (Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.15). Nonetheless, 
Stenhouse (1978, p.21) elaborated greatly in the overcoming of generalization 
limitations for case study by concluding that case study serves as a basis for 
generalization via the accumulation of evidence embedded in time. In this case, 
the real problem with case study is to collect data in such a way that it could be 
accessed by subsequent critical assessment, criticism and triangulation 
(Stenhouse, 1980, p.5). Looking for the generalization of our findings, we aim to 
provide inputs to the archive of knowledge by making available our observational 
field notes and interview transcripts. It constitutes an exciting possibility that 
future researchers could follow into our records in order to extend and enhance 
the SUITED Framework for IDP management. 

 
d. Conceptual concerns, lack of rigour and biased evidence (Lukka & Kasanen, 

1995, p.71; Gummesson, 2007, p.228; Yin, 2009, p.14). On one hand, it is argued 
that researchers often fail to follow systematic procedures and allow biased 
perspectives to influence the research and consequently their findings and 
conclusions. We aim to avoid influencing our conclusions with personal biases, 
by relying on the feedback and input from our partner researcher and research 
supervisor. In addition, an exhaustive record of all collected evidence including 
interview transcripts and communications with participants will be kept for 
referencing. Another preventive measure we have taken in order to avoid 
researcher bias is to submit the interview transcripts and interpretations to 
research participants for their confirmation. On the other hand, it is 
acknowledged that there is a need to develop critical techniques to discount the 
biases aroused from observer’s attachments (Stenhouse, 1980, p.5). We overcome 
this limitation by selecting knowledgeable informants in diverse roles and 
organizations, so the phenomena could be studied and understood from various 
perspectives (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007, p.28) 

2.4.4. Time Horizon 
The time horizon refers to the period of time over which information about the 
phenomena could be acquired so it would be useful to the research (Philips et al., 
2008, p.288). There are two types of time horizons in social research (Saunders et al., 
2012, p.190). On one hand, cross-sectional studies involve the research of particular 
phenomena at a particular time (Saunders et al., 2012, p.190). Researchers choose a 
finite time horizon when the information that is valuable today would become 
obsolete in the future (Philips et al., 2008, p.289) A cross-sectional design is also 
concerned with the collection of data from more than one source at a single point in 
time (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.62). These circumstances are fulfilled by our research 
design, given that data was collected from a diversity of social actors at different 
managerial levels and organizations.  Since our research project is subject of time 
constrains based on academic calendar, this study will follow a cross-sectional time 
horizon. This may raise questions about how a finite time horizon could inform 
subsequent decisions in IDP (Philips et al., 2008, p.288). However, the purpose of the 
research is to study current challenges of IDP and provide a solution based on the 
collected data. Hence, evolution of this research results cannot be traced yet.  
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On the other hand, longitudinal research may involve longer periods of time that 
enables the study of changes and development of certain phenomena (Saunders et al., 
2012, p.190). However, since the study of change and evolution of phenomena is out 
of the scope of our research project, we consider longitudinal study will not provide 
any additional value to the achievement of research goals. 

2.4.5. Ethical Concerns 
Research ethics are the standards of behavior that will guide the researchers’ conducts 
regarding to the rights of the research subjects, or affected by it (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.226). Throughout our research project, ethical issues have been a main concern for 
us. Our greatest personal and professional guidelines have been the respect and 
observance of ethical standards in order to avoid unethical practices. However, during 
the different stages of the research project we have encounter ethical issues that 
require us to process and solve according to those ethical guidelines. We will present 
these issues in this section. 
 
In the first instance, we acknowledge that a researcher’s position is based on trust, 
respect and reciprocity (Saunders et al., 2012, p.231; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.147; 
DeLorme et al., 2001, p.272). This means all research participants are entitled to 
dignity and rights protection (Saunders et al., 2012, p.231). Research participants have 
the right to voluntarily participate or withdraw the research, and they must be 
provided with an informed consent of the principles and objectives that will guide 
their participation in the research project (Saunders et al., 2012, p.231). In order to 
overcome these initial ethical issues we designed an invitation letter to introduce 
ourselves and the research project to short-listed participants. In the invitation letter 
we identified ourselves as master students of Umeå University, in order to provide 
credibility. Then, we explained the research topic and objectives in a clear and 
interesting manner in order to catch participants’ attention. We continue by explaining 
why we believe they are a good fit to the research empirical study. We also presented 
in the letter what are the limits to our research and the ethical boundaries that will 
protect their rights and privacy throughout the study. Finally, the invitation letter was 
sent from the university email, which is our official organizational mean of 
communication. 
 
In second instance, we commit ourselves to avoid any action or omission that could 
negatively affect participants in any way (Saunders et al., 2012, p.231; Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.135). Personal and professional concerns were also in place, since some 
participants have had a direct or indirect professional relation to us. For this reason, 
we took actions to minimize the risk of embarrassment, stress, discomfort or conflict 
with the research participants (Saunders et al., 2012, p.231). We make an effort on 
applying sociable methods that were participatory and dialogic (Sinha & Back, 2014, 
p.475). These actions included an informed consent of participation (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p.139). In the informed consent we also fully disclosed the scope and 
boundaries of the research; and how their answers will be interpreted and displayed, 
in accordance to the data management ethics (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.146). 
Moreover, we provided a written commitment to ensure confidentiality of data and 
anonymity if they require it, while reaffirming the voluntary nature of their 
participation and right to withdraw (Guba & Lincoln, 1994, p.115). During the 
preparation phase we sent the invitation letter one month before the interviews took 
place. Within a week of receiving their confirmation of participation, we sent an 
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informational research background leaflet and a list of schedule options for them to 
book the interview at their convenience. By doing so, we gave the participants 
relevant information and enough time to prepare themselves for the interview. During 
the empirical phase, we sent the interview guide to participants one week before of 
the planned interview date. The research supervisor previously approved this 
interview guide in order to guarantee that it met ethical standards and data collection 
goals. At the moment of the interviews our commitment was to keep a professional 
and cordial environment so the participants could feel comfortable (Sinha & Back, 
2014, p.473), even though the interviews were conducted through Skype. We 
designed and conducted the interviews with the purpose of avoiding any invasion of 
privacy to research participants (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.143). Finally, we sent the 
interview transcripts to participants and agree with them in the final interpretation of 
their answers so our analysis truly reflects their insights, in order to avoid deception 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.145) 

2.4.6. Quality of the Research Design 
Quality of the research design must be assessed through the criteria of validity, 
reliability and generalizability, acceptable for both quantitative and qualitative 
research (Leung, 2015, p.325). However, in order to assess the quality of the research 
design, one must acknowledge the difference in the nature and type of processes that 
would be followed, based on ontological and epistemological considerations, (Leung, 
2015, p.325). Positivist researchers will use the canons of scientific inquiry of 
reliability, while interpretivist will seek to adapt these canons to their research or use 
alternative constructs (Saunders et al., 2012, p.192; Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.86). 
 
Our research design is based on ontological interpretivism and epistemological 
subjectivism social constructionism. This has derived as per previous discussion in a 
qualitative research design. However, qualitative research has been constantly 
criticized and disregarded because of the lack of consensus for assessing its quality 
(Leung, 2015, p.324; Meyrick, 2006, p.801). These critics highlight the fundamental 
unreliability of the case study method that may affect the pursuit of scientific truth 
(Thomas & Myers, 2015, p.31; Hamel, et al., 1993, p.28). Some authors have tried to 
demystify this apparent difficulty by arguing that qualitative research is not a unified, 
but in practice a diverse field (Leung, 2015, p.325). Hence, any attempt to standardize 
an appraisal system is difficult and conceptually wrong (Leung, 2015, p.325; 
Meyrick, 2006, p.800). Nonetheless, some shared core principles indeed exist among 
the diversity of qualitative research approaches (Meyrick, 2006, p. 801).  
 
Holding on those similarities, some alternatives to normalize the assessment of 
qualitative research have emerged in literature. For instance, Guba & Lincoln (1994, 
p.114) proposed two set of adjusted criteria for qualitative research: trustworthiness 
and authenticity. Saunders et al (2012, p.192) argue that the best scientific canons of 
inquiry are reliability, construct validity, internal validity and external validity. 
Meyrick (2006, p.803) advised the dual core criteria of transparency and systematicity 
for good qualitative research. We embrace the holistic perspective of Meyrick (2006) 
who distinguished three overlapping criteria in qualitative research: validity, 
reliability and generalizability versus phronesis. Our motivation for selecting this set 
of criteria is the integration of traditional terms with those alternative terms of 
trustworthiness and authenticity proposed by Guba & Lincoln (1994). Likewise, this 
set of criteria continues in line with more contemporary authors’ work such as 
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Saunders et al (2012). Hence, we argue this set of criteria is comprehensive enough to 
assure the high rigour and robustness required for both methodology and analysis in a 
master thesis work. 
 

2.4.6.1. Reliability 
Qualitative research must be framed with neutrality and as free as possible from 
researcher biases (Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.278). We ensure these criteria are met 
by providing a detailed description of our study’s general method and procedures that 
could be assessed by audit trails. This included an account of the sequence followed 
to collect, process, condense, transform and display data a conclusions. By doing so, 
we can evaluate if a link exists between the conclusions and the display data that is 
free of biases. In the case of personal assumptions that could permeate the research 
with biases, we provide a self-aware account of pre-understandings, values and 
assumptions that could be read in chapter 2.5. In addition, competing hypothesis or 
contradictory conclusions were considered through the study and presented in-depth 
in the discussion chapter. 
 
Moreover, the essence of reliability lies with consistency (Meyrick, 2006, p.325; 
Miles & Huberman, 1994, p.278; Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.79). We have taken 
advantages of reliability evaluation techniques such as refutational analysis, data 
comparison, comprehensive data use and consideration of the deviant case. All details 
regarding our research methodology and techniques for data collection and analysis 
are explained in detail along this document. We, both researchers were involved dully 
in the research process and interpretation of data we compared by each other in order 
to ensure reliability. Moreover, a research supervisor with several years of published 
research experience was consulted along the process, thus ensuring reliability. 
 

2.4.6.2. Validity 
This criterion questions the truth-value of the research (Miles & Huberman, 1994, 
p.278; Hamel, et al., 1993, p.30). In qualitative research validity means the 
appropriateness of the tools, processes and data (Meyrick, 2006, p.325). For this 
reason, we as researcher evaluated if the research question is valid for the desired 
outcome, the chosen methodology is useful for answering the research question, the 
design is appropriate for the methodology, the sampling and data is enough and valid, 
and finally the results are the one required by the context and the need addressed 
(Meyrick, 2006, p.325). At every step taken, we followed Miles & Huberman (1994, 
p.279) advice on checking, questioning and theorizing in order to establish 
correspondence between our finding and the real context of IDP world. Moreover, we 
employed methods such as well-documented audit trail of material and processes and 
respondent verification to enrich the validity of our conclusions. 
 

2.4.6.3. Generalizability versus Phronesis 
On one hand, generalization is at the core of theorization (Thomas & Myers, 2015, 
p.30). On the other hand, phronesis is the knowledge about what fits a particular 
context (Grundy, 1987, p.61). In research, there is the assumption that generalizable 
knowledge must be privileged over exemplary knowledge (Thomas & Myers, 2015, 
p.32). However, qualitative research findings are not often expected to be 
generalizable, since they study a specific phenomenon, in a certain population, within 
a particular context (Meyrick, 2006, p.325). As we have discussed previously, our 
research is based on the perspectives of professionals with regards of the current 
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challenges of IDP field. Therefore, this research is not meant to be replicated, but 
expanded through the inputs and findings of future researchers on the matter. 
Therefore, we argue that our research is seeking phronesis instead of generalization. 
Nonetheless, we ensure that our analytical procedures has undergone a throughout 
process of thinking, design and evaluation of all its methodological phases. We 
adopted the same criteria as for validity in a pragmatic attempt to assess 
generalizability: proper comparison, audit and documentation (Meyrick, 2006, p.325). 

2.5 PRE-UNDERSTANDINGS 
In all human processes there is the jurisdiction of pre-understandings that we reveal in 
our actual approaches to given situations, and it is those pre-understandings guiding 
our actions that we need to inquire upon in order to make sense of how we look at the 
world (Shotter, 2015, p.69).  For example, educational hermeneutics lean towards the 
interpretation of pre-existing knowledge or pre-understandings as sources for 
exemplification, thus becoming into concerns of representation (Säfström, 2014, 
p.169). Subsequently, for the purpose of this research project, it is important to 
consider that pre-understandings originated during our academic and professional 
experience will be connected to the constructs of the research and the interpretation of 
its findings, as part of the knowledge itself (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.15).  
 
Both thesis writers have worked in project support offices at multilateral 
organizations in Washington DC and Colombia; but have also been project managers 
involved in all technical design, operational, financial and institutional aspects of 
development projects in Colombia. In the process of learning a concept from 
examples, underlies a set of pre-understandings of characteristics, roles, meanings, or 
relationships, which allow the introduction of the representation of those concepts 
(Matwin & Kubat, 1996, p.2). So, our pre-understandings about a complex reality of 
ID from a holistic organizational and methodological perspective, plays a role in our 
process of representation of the PM methodologies, and the way we assemble 
constructs about the phenomena we observe through this research.  
 
Furthermore, “understanding occurs through a fusion of horizons, which is a dialectic 
between the pre-understandings of the research process, the interpretive framework 
and the sources of information" (Koch, 1995, p.835). Ms. Castillo has a bachelor’s 
degree in International Relations with a minor in International Law; and certificates in 
Arbitration and Conflict Resolution, and Senior Management. On the other hand, Mr. 
Salgado holds an undergraduate degree in Economics with courses in Development 
Economics; and further studies in project design and finance. Hence, our academic 
experiences as sources of information have indeed created a dialogue for us to 
understand our work, as well as our work has been a catalyst to how we understand 
our studies.  
 
Furthermore, as the universe in constant flux everything changes, the only 
permanence in the world is the law of change; the idea that everything transforms 
remains untouched (Säfström, 2014, p.69; Heraclitus interpreted by Graham, 2015). 
“Since epistemic objects are always in the process of being materially defined, they 
continually acquire new properties and change the ones they have (Knorr-Cetina, 
1999, p.181). Therefore, the confluence of pre-understandings has integrated our 
master courses and thesis project as epistemic objects in our learning process. Then, it 
anticipates that our pre-standings will be modified or displaced by the progress in our 
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research constructs and knew knowledge, but will also be of potential positive use 
during the research process.  
 
Finally, the pre-understandings described in this section may also become bias when 
interpreting the phenomena we observe and the knowledge we encounter. Thus, it is 
important to remain open to the meanings others try to convey, but it is equally 
relevant to locate those meanings with our own preconceptions in relation to the 
research (Gadamer, 1975, p.269). “The important thing is to be aware of one’s own 
bias, so that the text can present itself in all its otherness and thus assert its own truth 
against one’s own fore-meanings” (Gadamer, 1975, p.269). 

2.6. LITERATURE SEARCH 
It is crucial for postgraduate researchers to use relevant theory from the fields of study 
they have been exposed and demonstrate how the concepts and knowledge from those 
theories can be applied (Punch, 2014, p.94; Ghauri & Gronhaugh, 2010, p.50). Thus, 
we have explored a broad range of literature concerning development projects and 
project management, in order to understand our research problem with contemporary 
issues and debates, and identified key concepts to narrow down our literature review 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.108; Punch, 2014, p.94) and focus on contingency theory, 
participatory development, Agile, Design Thinking and International Development 
Projects. 
 
Properly assessing the objectivity and validity of literature sources is also key, as it 
has a direct effect on the quality of the thesis project (Punch, 2014, p. 94). Hence, 
critical reading and thinking are necessary when analyzing the literature in order to 
understand the significance of the material and avoid bias (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p.103; Punch, 2014, p.104; Saunders et al., 2010, p.62). Moreover, to ensure the 
highest quality and objectivity possible, peer-reviewed academic articles were 
searched in scientific journals (Punch, 2014, p. 110, Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.103), 
through Umeå University Library, Heriot-Watt University Discovery, and Google 
Scholar.  
 
Moreover, in academic research, suitable references are found through the 
identification and use of keywords to find relevant literature about certain academic 
field (Punch, 2014, p.99, Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.116). During the preliminary 
exploration of existing literature in academic articles related to the research question 
and purpose (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.117), the following set of keywords was 
identified and used: contingency theory, project contingency, project management 
contingency, flexibility, Agile methods, Agile governance, Design Thinking, project 
management, international development, participatory development, project 
management research. Paradoxically, keywords in academic articles are terminologies 
pooled within research areas and summarized contents (Park et al., 2012, p.110; 
Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.117; Punch, 2014, p.99-101). Even so, because of the growth 
of interdisciplinary research the chosen keywords may no longer be delimited into 
conventional domains, thus, it is important for the thesis work to clarify meanings and 
evolutionary use of certain keywords (Park et al., 2012, p.115). 
 
Furthermore, notes and summaries from the readings were taken, but beyond that; 
recurrent references in readings and new publications were also screened to explore 
what other classical sources, contemporary debates, and central themes could be 
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considered for this research project (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.117; Punch, 2014, 
p.99).  Secondary references would be avoided as much as possible, as the meaning of 
the original sources may become biased or out of context when interpreted by other 
authors (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.122; Punch, 2014, p.106).   

2.7. CHOICE OF THEORIES 
Because research in social sciences is built upon existing knowledge, a literature 
review of theory shall derive in the interpretation and connection of concepts to create 
new dimensions and applications of pre-existing knowledge and theory (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.101; Ghauri & Gronhaugh, 2010, p.51). In this case, contingency theory 
has inspired large volumes of project management research since the 90s (Hanisch & 
Wald, 2012; p.4; Sauser et al., 2009, p.667). Considering projects as temporary 
organizations, this line of research acknowledged the importance of considering the 
complexity of context and the uniqueness of each project for organizational and 
managerial implications (Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4; Sauser et al., 2009, p.667). 
Another contribution of infinite value contingency theory has made to project 
management is the proposition of differences across organizational, project, project 
management, and environmental factors. Thereby, management is more effective 
when tailored accordingly to the nature of each project. (Payne & Turner, 1999, p.58; 
Shenhar, 2001, p.412). Therefore, as the complexity of IDP often encounters rigid PM 
methodologies (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.54; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278), new 
orientations toward contingency PM in IDP has started to develop recently to include 
participation (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1189).  The ideas articulated in this literature 
review of contingency have direct connections with PM in IDP, in forms of 
organizational and managerial implications to how development agencies deal with 
contingency factors. Some contributions would have grater implications in terms of 
flexibility and learning, as responses to complex environments. Ambiguity in 
conceptualizations, task related issues, and information, is one of the issues this thesis 
project attempts to deal with the practical implications in IDP. And the role of the 
project manager to choose the best strategies and methods according to different 
contingency factors is also crucial for our discussion. Thus, flexibility and attention 
for the complexity of context provided by contingency theory, indeed account for 
meaningful connections and applicable constructs for this thesis and the project 
management discipline in IDP.  
  
Moreover, the importance of flexibility in this thesis project is cross-functional as it 
provides conceptual congruence across the project management, organizational and 
social dimensions in IDP.  In this caveat, Agile methods take flexibility to the 
extreme, where iterative feedback is the catalyst of people and learning oriented 
activities so projects can react to change and context while maintaining control 
(Sheffield & Lemétayer, 2013, p.459; Beck et al., 2001, p.6). The relevance of Agile 
project management has spread widely in the IT field and some authors argue that 
agile thinking is crucial for success in the 21st century (Highsmith, et al., 2012; 
Spundak, 2014, p.940). In the same way Design Thinking has become a reliable tool 
to design and plan solutions in organizations and projects, making observations and 
links between meanings and people´s perspectives to produce innovative outcomes to 
problem solving (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.335; Moote, 2013, p.30; Brown, 2008, 
p.86). Because of proven effectiveness in practice, contemporary relevance in PM 
research, and collaborative nature in its principles, these methods were chosen as 
cornerstones to conceptualize this thesis project.    
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Finally, the reiterative narrative of Agile, flexibility and Design Thinking about 
concepts such learning, stakeholder engagement and end-user feedback, articulate 
invaluable and logical conceptual connections to principles found in contingency and 
participatory development theory (Dipholo, 2002, p.66; Williams, 2004, p.557; Peels 
& Develtere, 2009, p.332; Clief & Afrane, 2013, p.186; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, 
p.1267, Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1189). As Participatory Development has been the 
center of efforts to that integrate participants and communities into decision making in 
IDP, and it is clear that it has become one of the central influences in mainstream 
development thinking, organizations such as The World Bank have endorsed its use 
(Parfitt, 2004, p.537; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1267; Brett, 2003, p.2). Consequently, 
because of its contemporary relevance and the collaborative characteristics of its 
principles, Participatory Development provides context to articulate flexibility and 
contingency through project management practices in IDP.  
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1. INDUSTRY BRIEF: THE INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT FIELD 
International development refers to international initiatives targeting human 
development and the reduction of social problems like poverty and inequality, while 
improving political, economic, health, education, employment and other social 
systems (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.68; Rosenkranz, 2011; Golini & Landoni, 2014, 
p.1). International development is composed of diverse efforts aiming to long-term 
sustainable results. Hence, it should not only be confused with other global actions 
with short-term goals like humanitarian aid or disaster relief (Rosenkranz, 2011). 
International development is intrinsically linked to economic development and 
growth; hence theoretical models depicting the economic growth and development 
discourse are depicted by Todaro and Smith (2006). 
 
Since the birth of International Development in the 1950s, the deliveries of initiatives 
and aids have been done through projects (Ika &Hodgson, 2014, p.1185; Golini & 
Landoni, 2014, p.1). IDP are funded by multilateral organizations (e.g. United 
Nations, World Bank), bilateral agencies, government organizations and NGOs (Ika 
&Hodgson, 2014, p.1185; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.69). Some characteristics can 
be highlighted about IDP: They are typically public sector projects, they are 
international projects, and have similar managerial/organizational challenges to 
conventional projects (Ika &Hodgson, 2014, p.1185). The environment in which IDP 
are planned and implemented is unpredictable and constantly challenges critical 
assumptions for the overall project success (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.55). Moreover, an 
added complexity to IDP is that have unique goals and structures. In terms of goals, 
they must target to tangible and intangible results that are given many years later, and 
that should positively impact the quality of life of beneficiaries (Ika &Hodgson, 2014, 
p.1185; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.68). In terms of structure, they respond to several 
stakeholders (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.68), and the funding one is normally not the 
one receiving the project’s benefit (Ika &Hodgson, 2014, p.1186). IDP do not aim for 
profits, hence their strategies are not business oriented (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, 
p.68; Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.57). Ika & Hodgson (2014, p.1186) summarized IDP 
characteristics by arguing that they are not unique, but an extreme case of 
conventional projects’ characteristics.  
 
ID funds and initiatives are often prioritized according to the United Nations 
Millennium Development Goals (MDG). The blueprints are grouped into eight MDG 
signed by the countries members of the United Nations, and all the world’s leading 
development organizations. They aim to reduce poverty rates, HIV/AIDS spreading, 
increase universal primary education by 2015 (UN, 2015a). Despite enormous 
progress in poverty reduction, health and well-being reported by the United Nations in 
the MDG 2015 report, they acknowledge inequalities still persist across countries 
caused mainly by conflicts and gender inequalities (UN, 2015b). In the post-
implementation stage of the MDG, countries and development organizations have 
drawn the new 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development, which resume where the 
MDG ended: targeting human development, planet protection and prosperity, peace 
and partnerships (UN, 2015c). 
 
IDP host a vaster front-end planning and decision-making process in comparison with 
conventional projects planning (Ika & Saint-Macary, 2012, p.433). Identification of 



 

27 

development needs and project design if performed almost exclusively by the donor 
organization and government (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.57). The Logical Framework 
Approach is the most widely used tool in IDP (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.57; Golini et 
al., 2015, p.651). Implementation is normally done by recipient government or an 
“implementing partner”, who has already subscribed a cooperation agreement with 
the donor institutions or countries (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.68). IDP carry out five 
stages during project lifecycle: identification, preparation, appraisal and approval 
(Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.77). Project supervision positively impacts project 
management success, but not specifically project success (Ika, 2015, p.1120). 
Performance examinations conducted on IDP have determined that they are often 
experiencing schedule delays and cost underrun (Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.77). 
Yet, Ika (2015, p.1121) evidenced through a study that in ID the biggest importance is 
given to objectives and budget, rather than the time needed to achieve results. Despite 
several recommendations, knowledge and partial solutions aiming to reconcile project 
management theory and international development practice, IDP continue failing at an 
astonishing rate (Matta & Ashkenas, 2003, p.109; Atkinson, 1999, p.337; Ika et al., 
2012, p.105). Previous studies point out that IDP failures are often related to outdated 
conceptual base of project management methodologies, and to bureaucratic processes 
(Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278; Matta & Ashkenas, 2003, p.109). 
 
In recent years the Project Management for Non-governmental organizations 
(PM4NGOs) international group has developed a project management book of 
knowledge specialized for IDP. The PMDPro1 provides principles and terminology 
from PM adapted to ID field (PM4NGOs, 2010, p.iii). This book of knowledge was 
developed as a response to the many drawbacks of the Logical Framework approach 
(LFA) by the USAID, which has been the main framework for IDP management since 
the 1960s (Hermano et al., 2013, p.23). A study conducted by Hermano et al (2010, 
p.27) has determined that the LFA methodology deals with critical success factor 
influencing only the design phase and ignoring the processes and issues of the 
implementation phase. On the contrary, the PMDPro1 deals with all critical success 
factors identified for both design and implementation phase, which constitutes an 
enormous progress towards an improvement of IDP management approach and 
performance levels (Hermano et al, 2010, p.27). However, some liabilities were also 
identified in the current PMDPro1. For instance, there is no mention to top 
management support (Hermano et al, 2010, p.28), how to transfer knowledge to local 
beneficiaries (Hermano et al, 2010, p.27). Flexibility management is barely mentioned 
(Hermano et al, 2010, p.26). 

3.2. CONTINGENCY THEORY 
During the 50s and 60s, early contingency theory consolidated from the premise that 
organizational management shall considered contextual complexities when designing 
organizational structures (Donaldson, 1999, p.53; Weill & Olson, 1989, p. 60; 
Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p. 4; Sauser et al., 2009, p. 666). Contingency theory states 
that there is no single organizational structure that is highly effective for all 
organizations, as structure should vary according to factors such as strategy, size, or 
contextual variables  (Donaldson, 1999, p.52; Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4). This was 
an alternative response to the classical school that advocated for universal principles 
of “one single way” to organize (Donaldson, 1999, p. 53: Weill & Olson, 1989, p.60; 
Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4).  
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Among early relevant contributions were Burns and Stalker (1961), who emphasized 
on the differences between organic and mechanistic structures (Donaldson, 1999, 
p.53; Sauser et al., 2009, p.666), whereby organic systems are those best adapted to 
conditions of change  and usually employ more compressive and fluid interactions 
between individuals and processes (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p.11). They made 
distinctions between the appropriateness of a mechanistic (bureaucratic and 
hierarchical) and organic systems (flexible and learning) depending on sets of specific 
conditions of either turbulence or stability (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p.125; Donaldson, 
1999, p.53). They placed innovation as contingency to task uncertainty (Burns & 
Stalker, 1961, p.125; Donaldson, 1999, p.53), and clarified that administrative 
wisdom begins by realizing that there is not a specific optimal type of management 
system (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p.125).  
 
Moreover, Chandler (1962) argued that organizational development shall follow after 
strategic decisions are made (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967, p.195; Donaldson, 1990, 
p.371; Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4; Chandler, 1962, p.15). He explained how strategic 
growth resulted from an awareness of the opportunities and needs to employ existing 
or expanding resources more profitably (Chandler, 1962, p.15). Furthermore, 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), credited for first using the term contingency theory 
(Donaldson, 1999, p.54: Betts, 2011, p.124), characterized organizational 
differentiation and integration to environmental variables such as the rate of product 
innovation, and changes in markets and technology (Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4; 
Weill & Olson, 1989, p.60; Donaldson, 1999, p.54; Pennings, 1975, p.396). They 
recommended taking a designer's attitude when considering the differentiation and 
integration approach toward organizations (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967, p.216). They 
were influenced by the work of Woodward (1958, 1965) (cited on Lawrence & 
Lorsch, 1967, p.190), who had coined technology as a contingency factor to 
organizational structure, controls, hierarchies and labour (Pennings, 1975, p.394; 
Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4; Donaldson, 1999, p.54; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967, 
p.191).   
 
Another influential work was developed by Thompson (1967, p.61), this time relating 
technology to uncertainty, highlighting the role of tasks interdependency, and making 
distinctions between closed and open systems to cope with the environment 
(Thompson, 1967, p.161; Pennings, 1975, p.396; Donaldson, 1999, p.54). He noted 
that the rationality behind organizational design is rooted in both technology and task 
environment (Thompson, 1967, p.39), and proposed that precise categorization of core 
technologies was key to management (Thompson, 1967, p.161). During the same 
period, Perrow (1967) also acknowledged the relevance of technology in innovation 
and routine processes, as bureaucratization of decision-making processes is possible 
from standardization of knowledge (Donaldson, 1999, p.54; Pennings, 1975, p.403). 
During the following decade, a comprehensive compilation of many of these concepts 
was transferred by Galbraith (1973, p.4) to the perspective of organizations as 
information systems, where the greater the uncertainty, the greater the quantities of 
information to be processed to obtain efficiency (Galbraith, 1973, p.4; Tushman & 
Nadler, 1978, p.618; Pennings, 1975, p.395). He argued that uncertainty is defined by 
the difference between existing information in the organization, and the additional 
information needed to perform a task effectively (Galbraith, 1973, p.5). Likewise, 
Hofer (1975, p.786) had proposed that to achieve success at the corporate level, 
organizations should first understand success at the business and operational level. He 
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stated that virtually any business study would be a contingency theory of business, 
unless anyone was willing to admit that there is an optimal set of strategies for all 
types of organizations (Hofer, 1975, p.786).  
 
Likewise, Fiedler (1964) had advanced the contingency perspective towards 
leadership studies, arguing that performance of interacting groups is contingent upon 
the interaction of leadership style and situational favourableness (cited on Fiedler & 
James, 1971, p.128). He inquired into what sort of leadership style is suitable for what 
type of situation, articulating the idea that task-oriented leaders perform well in either 
highly favourable or unfavourable situations, while relationship oriented leaders do 
better in situations of intermediate favourableness (Fiedler & James, 1971, p.128). 
After years of published a number of testing and discussions of different implications, 
Fiedler (1996, p.248) noted that leaders must be allowed to work under conditions 
where they could make effective use of the cognitive resources. He also articulated 
about the relationships of experience, intelligence, stress, and technical expertise and 
intelligence of subordinates’ performance in relation to performance. 
 
Further in relevant contingency works, Mintzberg (1979) gave way to the notion of 
different contingency factors to define organizational configurations such as simple 
structure, machine bureaucracy, professional bureaucracy, adhocracy and 
divisionalized forms (Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.4; Betts, 2011, p.214; Fredrickson, 
1986, p.280; Donaldson, 1999, p.56). Each of those configurations, or hybrids of their 
elements, are meant to achieve processes of internal harmony and consonance with 
the context and environment, employing different degrees of horizontal and vertical 
decentralization in decision making  (Mintzberg, 1979, p.322). He proposed how 
different interactions between individuals in different positions would coordinate 
actions through: 1) basic parts of the organization, 2) five mechanisms of 
coordination, 3) the design of parameters, and 4) the contingency factors (Mintzberg, 
1979, p.322). Moreover, one of the most influential of his works was oriented towards 
strategic contingency theory (Floyd & Wooldridge, 2000, p.21-22; Betts, 2011, 
p.124). Mintzberg and Waters (1979, p.84) proposed that a strategy is not a fixed plan 
that changes systematically at prearranged times set by management, and 
distinguished between intended, unrealized, deliberate and emergent strategies in the 
strategic thinking process (Mintzberg, 1979, p.80). They underpinned the strategy 
making process as a pattern in a chain of decisions (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985, 
p.257), which start from intention and merge with inputs from different actors 
(including support staff), circumstances and the forces of the environment (Mintzberg 
& Waters, 1985). Moreover, academics such Stopford and Wells (1972), Egelhoff 
(1988), and Ghoshal and Nohria (1989), expanded about the relevance of the structure 
of organizations transforming from national or regional operations to becoming a 
multinational enterprise; and all the challenges that diversification of settings 
implicates in how they design their operations, structures and strategies (cited on 
Donaldson, 1999, p.54).  
 
But despite the logical and reasonable appeal, contingency theory has also been 
criticized (Banalieva & Ravi, 2011, p.600). For instance, the nature of the tasks rather 
than contextual variables had more impact on the structure of subunits (Tushman & 
Nadler, 1978, p.620). It was also argued that the referenced variables in earlier studies 
only captured a small percentage of the performance variance (Weill & Olsen 1989, 
p.61). Others have also emphasized that contingency theory focuses on the manager 
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as the decision maker and ignores other important performance history such as class 
power (Edwards, 1979), or how stakeholders’ behaviour could also affect 
organizational behaviour (Argyris, 1964, cited on Banalieva & Ravi, 2011, p.600). 
More criticism to contingency studies as it is practiced, is that causations are assumed 
but not elaborated upon: assuming that because a set of environmental factors and 
organizational characteristics were found to be correlated, it represents the best fit 
(Betts, 2011, p.124).   
 
Notwithstanding the acknowledged limitations, recent advances have suggested that 
as contingency theory is still influential, as all criticism to it represents opportunities 
to expand its applicability (Van De Ven et al., 2013, p.398), and contingency theory 
has become well established in current strategic, business and organizational studies 
(Banalieva & Ravi, 2011, p.600; Van De Ven et al., 2013, p.395). Among many more, 
recent applications of the contingency perspective have been expanded to 
performance measurement systems in small and medium size enterprises (Taylor & 
Taylor, 2014, 2013, p.847), the interdependence of  resource investment and 
deployment decisions (Sirmon & Hitt, 2009, p.1375), new applications in 
internationalization of trade and business (Banalieva & Ravi, 2011, p.600), 
aeronautical and space program management (Sauser et al. 2009, p.665; Carroll & 
Burton, 2012, p.6), marketing and profit performance (Heiens & Pleshko, 2014, p. 
20), quality management (Zhang et al., 2013, p.12). 

3.2.1. Contingency theory in project management 
The contingency perspective has been developed in project management research of 
only recently (Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p.5). The precept is that as projects face 
environmental factors which need to be dealt with in order to achieve success; and 
different types of projects, operating in diverse environments with different resources, 
require differentiated project management approaches to achieve better results (Payne 
& Turner, 1999, p.58; Shenhar, 2001, p.412; Howell et al., 2010, p.257; Hanisch & 
Wald, 2012, p.5; Osipova & Eriksson, 2013, p.398).  
 
Although there are more types of projects to which this approach has expended, this 
contingency theory has focused mainly in construction, IT, and R&D projects, 
nonetheless the literature provides highly valuable reflections about the contextual 
and human complexities in the project management field. (Hanisch & Wald, 2012, p. 
7). Thus, Wheelwright and Clark (1992) developed a categorization map to classify 
projects into five types: breakthrough, platform, derivative, research and 
development, and partnerships; stressing that each project category has its own 
unique characteristics and requires a different time (Wheelwright & Clark, 1992, 
p.5). Authors in the innovation management field have expanded upon the concept of 
the organization’s goals instead specifically the environment as the contingency 
factor, arguing that adequate organization for radical innovation is different from that 
for incremental innovations (e.g. Brown and Eisenhardt, 1997; Damanpour, 1996; and 
Wheelwright and Clark, 1992, cited on Howell et al., 2010, p.256). Thus, Baccarini 
(1996) called for the consideration of complexity to project management from two 
dimensions; organizational complexity and technological complexity, both managed 
through differentiation and interdependency (Baccarini, 1996, p.202). He stated that 
the corollary to complexity in projects is management through integration by 
coordination, communication and control (Baccarini, 1996, p.202).   
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Also, Shenhar (2001, p.241) developed a two-dimensional classification of projects 
according to four levels of technological uncertainty at project initiation phase from 
low to super-high tech; and three levels of system scope reflecting their position on a 
hierarchy of systems. He expanded on the idea that high technical uncertainty and 
complexity, project managers must employ high levels of flexibility because having to 
deal ambiguity for extended periods before the final outcome (Shenhar, 2001, p.241). 
He presented a qualitative discussion corroborating the idea that different types of 
projects require different types of management competencies, and that uncertainty 
was reduced by iteration of design cycles (Shenhar, 2001, p.241).  On further 
postulations, Shenhar & Svejvig (2007) also acknowledged the importance of 
considering the complexity of the terrain, finding success in efficiency and 
effectiveness, executing processes based on learning, and see project management as 
a holistic discipline (cited on Svejvig & Andersen, 2015, p.279). Likewise, Howell et 
al., (2010, p.256) identified five selection factors: uncertainty, complexity, urgency, 
team empowerment and criticality; and developed an application framework for 
project process selection, tuning, and project risk assessment. They connected key 
topics in their analysis (selection factors), and argued that they need to be considered 
when making decisions about project design, project management techniques, and risk 
management structures (Howell et al., 2010, p.259).  
 
Likewise, propositions to study of projects as temporary organizations postulated that 
projects could exploit organizational learning and human action to reach outcomes 
and handle all unforeseen eventualities that emerge during the project (Packendorff, 
1995, p.329). Lundin & Söderholm (1995, p.438) emphasised on the unique nature 
and the roles of time and human action to achieve results in projects. Moreover, 
Atkinson (1999, p.337) called for evaluating projects beyond the iron triangle, 
explaining quality as an emergent property of people´s different attitudes and beliefs, 
which usually shift during the different project phases. He proposed to consider 
organizational and stakeholders’ benefits into project management criteria (Atkinson, 
1999. p.341).  
 
In terms of social complexity in projects, Canonico and Söderlund (2010, p.806) 
concluded that in multi-project organizations, the diversity of projects notably affects 
the ability to manage the intrinsic tension between top-down control and bottom-up 
tinkering. The typical reaction of top managers is to exert control through hierarchical 
power, which is not recommendable for complex, knowledge-intensive settings in 
which open ended tasks would be prevented under top-down control (Canonico & 
Söderlund, 2010, p.806). In all, decisions in projects are produced under the influence 
of a series of internal and external factors, convergence stakeholders’ strategies, and 
communication systems, which not solely include the organizational parent, but all of 
the stakeholders involved in the project as an organization (Haniff, & Fernie, 2008, 
p.10; Carroll & Burton, 2012, p.13). 

3.2.2. Contingency theory in international development projects 
Contingency theory first expanded into public affairs in forms of institutional change 
applications and studies of interdependency dynamics through human action and 
politics (e.g. Nalbandian & Klinger, 1980; Lueder, 1992, p.110-114; Alesani et al., 
2012, p.63; Deroy & Clegg, 2014, p.73). Nalbandian and Klinger (1980, p.196) had 
noted the human and political complexities of human resources management (HR) in 
public administration; where there was a clear incongruence in the relationship 
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between merit and politics. HR continually fails to fully account for the political 
dynamics of public personnel, and conflict usually poses opportunities for 
organizational learning (Nalbandian & Klinger, 1980, p.199). Lueder (1992, p.110-
114) developed a contingency framework for public financial reform, stipulating that 
stimulus for this type of reform come from fiscal stress, financial scandal, capital 
markets, external standards setting, or professional bodies of interest. He proposed 
that a series of social, political, cultural, and administrative variables shaped the 
attitudes of the public office leaders to structure public financial, accounting and 
reporting systems accordingly (Lueder, 1992, p.110-114). Moreover, Axelsson and 
Axelsson (2006, p.75) argued that the increasing differentiation in the public sector 
requires inter-organizational integration and collaboration projects across different 
sectors of the society, using multidisciplinary teams across different organizational 
boundaries. Such associations are fragile and unstable, requiring great collaborative 
management in order to sort differences in values, professional backgrounds, rules, 
administrative systems, by fostering organizational learning and trust (Axelsson & 
Axelsson, 2006, p.83-84).  
 
Furthermore, Alesani et al. (2012, p.63) adapted the revised Lueder’s (2002) Financial 
Reform Model to the institutional change program for adopting of International Public 
Sector Accounting Standards (IPSAS) at the United Nations World Food Program. 
Yamagata et al. (2013, p.255) studied policy implementation of the United National 
Framework Climate Control Convention (UNFCCC) and its protocol, the Kyoto 
Protocol (KP). They argued that there is no one best theory of policy adoption, 
proposed that the fact that the value of each (policy) is contingent on the situation, 
presents a considerable challenge theoretically and empirically (Yamagata et al., 
2013, p.254). They concluded that implementation of the treaty and its protocol 
depended on social, political, economic, cultural, and geopolitical dynamics 
(Yamagata et al., 2013, p.254). Specifically in the Kyoto Protocol, the flexibility in 
incentives, and the structure of the monitoring and control system, resulted in reduced 
uncertainty and risk (Yamagata et al., 2013, p.254).  
 
Sims et al. (2012, p.95) examined the effects of human development on corruption, 
arguing as human development is enhanced, corruption diminishes. They found that 
two dimensions of national culture; power distance and individualism, moderate how 
human development relates to corruption; therefore transparency in public records 
would highly enhance the impact of development projects (Sims et al., 2012). Their 
work further explained how this is consistent with Galbraith's (1973) contingency 
statement that the success of a solution depends on the conditions under which the 
solution is implemented (Sims et al., 2011, p.95). Furthermore, Fritzen (2007, p.23) 
had found that donor agencies are often highly considerate of country environment 
and context, but the sector of development and administration is yet to offer organized 
tools for connecting governance context and assistance strategy.  
 
In this human complexity context, Small and Walker (2010, p.147) found that the 
socially produced reality of project complexity requires an emergent project 
management answer to the inevitable contradictions created from human diversity. 
Organizational capabilities emerge from realizing and carefully managing the 
changing cognition that flows from numbers of different human and project 
environmental interconnections (Small & Walker, 2010, p.147). Thus, a PM strategy 
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shall embed diversity and difference to articulate the cognitive emergence that 
underpins learning and change (Small & Walker, 2010, p.147).   
 
Ika and Hodgson (2014) reviewed how different contingency ideas have contributed 
to IDP projects since 80s onwards, mainly on the grounds that people are the most 
important aspect of IDP. The promoters of these diverse contingent approaches 
consider that the traditional approach to IDP is flawed, and disconnected from reality 
(Ika & Hodgson, 2014, p. 1189). The underlying assumption here is that technical 
aspects, and organizational, sociological, environmental, institutional variables, scale, 
government role, beneficiaries and stakeholder participation, would affect project 
results (Ika & Hodgson, 2014, p. 1189).   Ika and Hodgson (2014, p.1185) have 
proposed that IDP are not different from the challenges regular projects face, but 
rather extreme cases of complexity because of their social and political dimensions. 
They proposed the reasons for that are: IDP cover almost every sector of project 
management applications as IDP of different nature, IDP are public sector projects, 
international, face institutional and organizational challenges, the goals are unique, 
different types of development needs evolve with time, and the political and social 
complexity is extreme (Ika & Hodgson, 2014, p. 1186). The authors also made a 
meaningful interconnection between contingent PM using participation in IDP, and 
the potential benefits that have been argued about this approach (Ika & Hodgson, 
2014, p. 1186).  

However, their discussion argues that the traditional as well as the alternative eclectic 
and contingent PM approaches are yet to sufficiently account for questions such as 
power, influence, domination, exploitation and ethnocentrism (Ika & Hodgson, 2014, 
p. 1195). Additionally, failure rates in IDP are attributed to static out-to-date 
conceptual base of project management models and methodologies used in IDP 
(Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278). And secondly, traditional approaches to project 
management shift the focus of the project team away from on actual project goals 
towards bureaucratic and cumbersome processes and activities (Matta & Ashkenas, 
2003, p.109). 

3.2. FLEXIBILITY IN PROJECT MANAGEMENT  
Burns and Stalker (1961, p.11) examined conditions and dynamics under which 
mechanistic organizations (control oriented) and organic organizations (flexibility and 
learning) are successful. But contemporarily, the concept of flexibility in projects and 
project management literature is discussed as the capability of response to dealing 
with uncertainty, ambiguity, managing risk from threats and opportunities, project 
context, turbulence, and unpredictability; therefore, it is a fundamental component of 
project risk management (Caron, 2013; Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Pich et al., 2002; 
Atkinson et al., 2006; Osipova & Eriksson, 2012).  
 
Caron (2013) described how unpredictability can be regarded as the extreme of the 
continuum along “certainty, uncertainty, and unpredictability”, equivalent in project 
management to the continuum of “project issues, project risks and unforeseen”. In 
other words, along the lifecycle of a project, radical changes may arise in any of the 
following: investor needs, environmental concerns, technology, stakeholders, 
regulation, market, personnel, among others (Caron, 2013, p.2). As projects are 
normally subject to extensive contractual constraints, the project should find a trade-
off between project stability: a high level of project robustness, and a high level of 
project flexibility (Caron, 2013, p.2). He concluded that project robustness equals to 
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properties to respond to possible impact of uncertain events and minimize the required 
changes on the project plan (Caron, 2013, p.6). Project flexibility reflects the project 
capabilities to reconfigure itself, establishing and utilizing degrees of freedom within 
the project plan and/or the project scope (Caron, 2013, p.6; Nogueira & Raz, 2006, 
p.8). 
   
Likewise, Nogueira and Raz (2006, p.5) found that in dynamic environments in which 
resources, requirements, and other conditions might shift quickly, the degree of 
authority and autonomy given to the project manager and team members, has a 
remarkable impact on the potential of the project team to meet stakeholders 
expectations. Their simulation showed that when the goals and tasks are not clearly 
defined, it is ideal to restrain from using highly structured and controlled project team 
structures; significant flexibility is even more important when tasks evolve or change 
over time (Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p.9). This approach allows individuals in project 
teams to identify the best alternatives and practices, while project manager can exert 
appropriate leadership styles and project management tools according to the needs of 
the project (Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p.10).    
 
Pich et al. (2002, p.1006) characterized the adequacy of available information 
available about a project as a factor to determine the best project management 
strategy: instructionist, learning, or selectionism. Instructionism, based on planning 
and risk management tools, is a fit when information is adequate; learning is adequate 
when instructionism is insufficient, and selectionism when learning is 
counterproductive (Pich et al., 2002, p.1016).  They argued that flexibility are key to 
project management when change is unpredictable, and that learning opportunities 
must be properly assessed and manage to avoid counter-productivity when risk 
management techniques like execution monitoring and re-planning are insufficient  
(Pich et al., 2002, p.1021).  
 
Geraldi (2008, p.253) studied the changing environment on how multi-project 
organizations have to manage the coexistence of order and chaos, proposing six 
parameters to measure the flexibility of organizations involved in projects. The What 
is agility to define and change the project scope or objectives (contract flexibility); the 
How deals with defining and changing the implementation process (tools flexibility); 
the Who defines or changes responsibilities (human resources flexibility); the When 
defines or changes the time boundaries for different activities (schedule flexibility); 
the Where defines and changes the places where tasks are performed (location 
flexibility); and the How Much, which deals with budget preparation and modification 
(Geraldi, 2008, p.253). In previous works (2006, 2007), Geraldi had articulated 
complexity in three concepts fundamentally based on human dynamics: 1) Complexity 
of Faith is present when solving problems or creating new products, and believing the 
project outcome will be positive despite certainty; 2) Complexity of Fact when dealing 
with amounts of interdependent information, without getting entangled into excessive 
details; and 3) Complexity of Interaction, present in the interactions between 
locations/humans and characterized by transparency, multiplicity of reference and 
empathy  (Geraldi, 2008, p.251). This model illustrated a map identifying four 
quadrants of organizational archetypes: the creative-reflective, the mechanic-
structured, chaotification of order and bureaucratization of chaos. The first two 
demonstrate adequate match between complexity and flexibility, and the last two 
show mismatches (Geraldi, 2008, p.254).  High level of flexibility is the appropriate 
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approach to face high levels of uncertainty; otherwise, the projects may fall into 
bureaucratization of chaos, under which rules with constraints and strict instructions 
do not represent the reality of the project environment (Geraldi, 2008, p.251). 
 
Osipova and Eriksson (2013, p.398) underpinned the relevance of managing the 
tensions between control and flexibility when implementing joint risk management 
(JRM) plans, supporting the argument that when a mechanistic management system 
dominates, risk management is implemented as a formal process implemented 
individually instead of using collaboration with other project stakeholders. Their 
results suggest that an accented focus on control does not create favourable conditions 
for JRM, as it interferes with a collaborative project environment (Osipova & 
Eriksson, 2013, p.398).   
 
Difference and diversity can be a strength in project practice, but balancing the 
context with consensus will be contingent upon acknowledging the inherent social 
complexities and using the project management methods to be flexible and adaptive 
(Small & Walker, 2010, p.155). They emphasized in the role of project management 
and the ability to facilitate understanding of ambiguities in language, interpretation of 
objectives, cultural nuances, and meanings, and integrate meaningful interconnections 
for success project implementation (Small & Walker, 2010, p.155). Strategically 
speaking, an iterative process of strategy implementation “involving experimentation 
and feedback” rather emphasizes on the cross functionality of flexibility along 
different project management phases and plans (Morris, P. & Pinto, 2007, p. 28; Cui 
& Olsson, 2009, p. 449). 

3.3. PARTICIPATORY DEVELOPMENT 
Political, social and economic transformations of the early 90s converted participatory 
theory from a manifestation of radical opposition to elite dominance, into 
mobilization of whole communities to monitor donor programs and provide 
communal services (Brett, 2003, p. 4). Thus, in the search for solutions that integrate 
the dimensions of social and political complexity of IDP, participatory development 
in different modes has been advocated by practitioners because of the importance of 
integrating communities and civil society as key stakeholders in into the decision 
making process (Dipholo, 2002, p.66; Brett, 2003, p.4; Williams, 2004, p.557; Peels 
& Develtere, 2008, p.332; Clief & Afrane, 2013, p.186; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, 
p.1267; Hayward et al., 2004, p.95). Simply put, participation is seen as a 
measurement or degree of people's involvement in decision making processes of a 
project and its implementation; the more people are involved in decision-making, the 
more the community is the true driver in the project (Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1267). 
  
According Kyamusugulwa (2013, p.1267) the benefits from participation and its 
practices arise from a shift from the ineffectiveness of externally directed and expert-
oriented methodologies, which translates into benefits from a shift from top-down to 
bottom-up people´s knowledge practices. It is noted in existing literature how this 
contributes to alleviate exclusion; thereof poverty, promotion of governance through 
transparency and accountability, negotiation of power or political disparities, and 
community planned and executed initiatives (Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1267; Hayward 
et al., 2004, p.100). Furthermore, potential benefits of empowerment are recognized 
in the realms of participation as means of political integration and social change 
(Williams, 2004, p.570; Brett, 2003, p.5). Likewise, conceptualization of benefits 
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suggests that participatory development is both regarded as means and as well the 
ends of development administration, meaning that it should be both the objective of 
practices, as well as the medium to achieve goals development project 
(Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1270; Hayward et al., 2004, p.105).  

Different PD methodologies such as Participatory Rural Appraisal (PRA), 
Community Driven Reconstruction (CDR), and Community Driven Development 
(CDD), Self-esteem, Associative strength, Resourcefulness, Action planning, and 
Responsibility (SARAR); Beneficiary Assessment (BA), Social Assessment (SA); 
Gender Analysis (GA); Systematic Client Consultation (SCC); Participatory 
Monitoring and Evaluation (PM&E); have been developed as institutional learning 
frameworks to implement participation during different phases of the project cycle 
depending on the case (Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1270-1271; Rietbergen-McCracken 
& Narayan, 1998, p.7-19).  These participatory tools are regarded as means of 
contingent PM approaches in IDP (Ika & Hodgson, 2014, p. 1187). 

Although it is regarded as a response to the failure of the traditional prescriptive “top-
down” approaches to development, through which communities can exert problem 
solving and emancipation, participatory development has been criticized as 
problematic in its applicative reality because of power dynamics and politics 
(Namwata et al., 2015; Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004); accountability 
and transparency (Brett, 2003; Peels & Develtere, 2008), ineffectiveness from 
educational, cultural, and leadership barriers (Brett, 2003; Ward, 2010; 
Kyamusugulwa, 2013); gender issues (Elahi et al., 2015; Mcnulty, 2015); and 
practical applications of theoretical constructs (Clief & Afrane, 2013). The reasons 
argued as criticisms, amongst others, are that despite its novel rhetorical intentions, 
the practice has not been able to effectively address the structural gaps in technical 
competences, liability, disparity in power relationships, the ambiguity of the concepts 
of participation and development, bureaucracy and corruption; all which have proven 
the participation argument is often overwhelmed by these complexities (Brett, 2003, 
p.22; Ward, 2010, p.193; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1273; Hayward et al., 2004, p.96).  
 
Thus, further examination into the real extent of participation as being the means as 
well as the ends is needed, not just in terms of numbers of people involved in projects, 
but rather their intentions, degrees of involvement, and reasons why it is often 
ineffective or avoided (Hayward et al., 2004, p.100; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1270). 
Hayward et al. (2004, p.102) termed the “consultation fatigue”, which resulted from 
participants past experiences in development projects, and individual rationalities 
about the economic or social cost of participating in a project and the expected 
outcomes. Namwata et al. (2015, p.101) studied how participatory budgeting and 
planning at local levels often get diluted through the hierarchical processes of 
government structures, bureaucracy, and political preferences of decisions making 
officials, which results in projects often being overlooked because of regional 
electoral interest or policy preferences of bureaucrats. Ward (2010, p.196) articulated 
how participatory development was often used as rhetorical tool rather than a vehicle 
to deliver real solutions, since communities had no real power on decisions made by 
official agencies.  Peels & Develtere (2008, p.349) addressed the issue of 
accountability, transparency and participation of all sectors of society from the 
perspective that reliable data indicators show be made available from government to 
all those involved in development policy making and development projects.  
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Brett (2003, p.12) argues that strong participatory processes can never displace the 
need for hierarchical public and private bureaucracies, market competition, and 
representative democracy, which severely constrain direct control over the way 
decisions, are made and implemented. This assumption is also reflected upon by 
Kyamusugulwa (2013, p.1273), as the need to balance top-down controls and bottom-
up inclusion. The participatory processes could play a key role in reinforcing 
accountability in projects and programs, but they will only be effective if state 
agencies, capitalist firms and strong third sector organizations are well managed by 
experts, given appropriate incentives, allowed to exercise professional autonomy, and 
have adequate authority to perform their roles (Brett, 2003, p.21). Excessive 
emphasis on controls or consultation can hamper the observation of development 
failures and the realization of plausible solutions (Brett, 2003, p.22).  Paradoxically, 
development agencies that advocate participation and participatory tools, often place 
more relevance to the necessity of markets, competition, and governance, than to the 
demand for “bottom-up controls” (Brett, 2003, p.12; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1268). 
Additionally, methodologies often encourage agencies and actors to advance on 
progressive and cooperative relationships with beneficiaries and users, but they do not 
create real accountability (Brett, 2003, p. 20, Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1273). 

3.4. AGILE METHODOLOGIES  
Agility is the desired capability to respond and adapt rapidly to change (Beck et al., 
2001 p.6). In the context of organizations, agility enables flexibility, velocity, 
leanness, learning and response to change (Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.86). As discussed 
on previous sections, flexibility must be understood within a context of risk 
assessment and management. Therefore, by becoming agile organizations could adapt 
swiftly to opportunities and threats, and pivot in response to feedback (Beck et al., 
2001 p.6; Stavru, 2014, p.87). The Agile manifesto describes Agile practices as a 
strategy to emphasize flexibility in the face of relentless changes that include evolving 
requirements, fast feedback loops, cross functional teams, iterative development and 
incremental delivery (Beck et al., 2001 p.6; Cobb, 2011, p.4; Silveira & Silva, 2015, 
p.86). Large-scale empirical studies have evidenced that the probability of achieving 
project success have improved through the use of Agile (Serrador & Pinto, 2015, 
p.1050). By embracing change and learning from it, organizations can maintain 
balance and control, thus contributing to perceived customer value (Sheffield & 
Lemétayer, 2013, p.459; von Rosing et al., 2015, p.554).  
 
Agile methodologies were born in IT fields (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.141) since early 
1990's (Cho, 2008, p.188) to replace Traditional Software Development Methods 
(TSDM) (Stavru, 2014, p.87; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.85) which were not keeping 
pace with business necessity and changing circumstances (Beck et al., 2001 p.6; 
Boehm, 2002, p.65; von Rosing et al., 2015, p.6). TSDM are also called heavyweight 
development methods because they involved the extensive planning and coding, 
rigorous documentation and detailed design up front (Boehm, 2002, p.64; Cho, 2008, 
p.188; Cubric, 2013, p.119). TSDM focus on overall project performance and results 
rather than micro-milestones achievement (Boehm, 2002, p.64). Nonetheless, TSDM 
are still widely accepted in IT and businesses, because of their structured and 
methodical nature, which enables reliability, predictability and stability to project 
management (Cho, 2008, p.188). They work very well when requirements can be 
defined up front and remain relatively stable (Boehm, 2002, p.65).  Waterfall and 
spiral models are the most employed TSDM. Beyond their straightforward 
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characteristics, no improvements have arisen in terms of productivity when using 
TSDM (Cho, 2008, p.188). Actually, given the dynamic nature of IT industry, it is a 
challenge to create a definitive set of requirements up front (Cho, 2008, p.188). When 
the need for a different project management methodology became evident, IT industry 
was struggling with slow project delivery, high costs and disappointing results (Beck 
et al., 2001 p.6; Cubric, 2013, p.119).  
 
The term Agile involves a broad family of methods (Beck et al., 2001 p.6; Cubric, 
2013, p.119). In general, all agile methods have evolved, succeed and influenced each 
other along the history (Beck et al., 2001 p.6) to embrace rather than reject change 
(Cho, 2008, p.188). Agile methods vary in terms of characteristics and processes but 
they are consistent in the observance of iterative and incremental development, 
customer collaboration and light fast-paced project cycles (Cho, 2008, p.188). Aiming 
to formalize the Agile Development Movement, a group of software practitioners and 
consultants met to formulate what will be known as the Agile Manifesto 
(Abrahamsson et al., 2002, p.11; Cubric, 2013, p.119). Agile manifesto encourage 
teams to concentrate on individuals and interactions over processes and tools; 
working software over comprehensive documentation; customer collaboration over 
contract negotiation; responding to change over following a plan (Beck et al., 2001 
p.6). This philosophy is reflected on twelve values shared by agile methodologies, 
presented in table 3. 
 

Principles of the Agile Manifesto 

1 The highest priority is to satisfy the customer through early and continuous 
delivery of valuable software. 

2 Welcome changing requirements, even late in development. Agile processes 
harness change for the customer’s competitive advantage. 

3 Deliver working software frequently, from a couple of weeks to a couple of 
months, with preference to the shorter time scale. 

4 Business people and developers must work together daily throughout the project. 

5 Build projects around motivated individuals. Give them the environment and 
support they need, and trust them to get the job done. 

6 The most efficient and effective method of conveying information to and within a 
development team is face-to-face conversation. 

7 Working software is the primary measure of progress. 

8 Agile processes promote sustainable development. The sponsors, developers, and 
users should be able to maintain a constant pace indefinitely. 

9 Continuous attention to technical excellence and good design enhances agility. 



 

39 

Principles of the Agile Manifesto 

10 Simplicity – The art of maximizing the amount of work not done- is essential. 

11 The best architectures, requirements, and designs emerge from self-organizing 
teams. 

12 At regular intervals, the team reflects on how to become more effective, then 
tunes and adjusts its behaviour accordingly. 

Table 3 Principles of the Agile Manifesto 

The result is a project management strategy that has proven to achieve shorter project 
life cycles, higher customer satisfaction rates and faster adaptation to business 
changing environments (Cho, 2008, p.188; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.85; Stare, 2014, 
p.299; Cubric, 2013, p.120). For this reason, Agile project management methods have 
developed widely and rapidly in the IT field (Stavru, 2014, p.87; Cubric, 2013, p.120) 
to the extent that some authors argue that agile thinking is crucial for success in the 
21st century (Highsmith, et al., 2012; Spundak, 2014, p.940; Stare, 2014, p. 296). 

3.4.1. Scrum Overview 
The term “Agile” is often associated with specific Software Development 
Methodologies such as Scrum and Extreme Programming (XP) (Cobb, 2011, p.3; 
Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.86).  The most popular and widely used is Scrum and 
(Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.86; Cho, 2008, p.194; Cubric, 2013, p.119). Scrum is a 
management and control process framework employed to address and deliver 
complex products while developing the highest value effectively (Beck et al., 2001, 
p.8; Cho, 2008, p.191; Schwaber & Sutherland, 2013, p.3; Silveira & Silva, 2015, 
p.87). Scrum methodology is employed by multiple small teams working in an 
interdependent manner (Cobb, 2011, p.3; Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.147). Founded on 
empirical process and control theory, it asserts that knowledge comes from experience 
and decisions must be made based on what is already known (Schwaber & 
Sutherland, 2013, p.3; Cubric, 2013, p.119). Therefore, the iterative and incremental 
approach pursued by Scrum attempts to optimize predictability and control risk 
(Schwaber & Sutherland, 2013, p.3; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.87). The Scrum 
framework was developed around teams and their associated roles, events and 
artefacts, while defining the rules that bind them together (Schwaber & Sutherland, 
2013, p.3; Cho, 2008, p.191; Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.141). 
 
The flow of a scrum process starts by defining the vision of the project by the product 
owner (Cho, 2008, p.192). The product owner -or customer creates a product backlog 
in priority order (Stare, 2014, p. 297; Cubric, 2013, p.119). The team commits to what 
they are able to deliver in a "sprint", which consists in a time period of 30 days 
(Cubric, 2013, p.119). The product owner accepts or rejects the deliveries in formal 
sprint reviews. In the case of Scrum, the Scrum master holds the position of project 
manager and runs the process by reflecting with his team on how they are working 
rather than the work itself. Hence, the project manager strategy is focus on leadership 
and team development rather than monitoring (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.142). The 
permanent collaboration and feedback of the customer increase the impact and value 
of the delivery. The Scrum flow is portrayed in figure 3. 
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Figure 3 Scrum Process Flow 

3.4.2. Agile Debate and Critics 
Despite all the aforementioned benefits of Scrum framework, recent empirical studies 
have reported issues and challenges related to this methodology (i.e. Cho, 2008, 
Abrahamsson et al., 2002).  
 

3.4.2.1. The Methodology Spectrum:  
What characterizes agile methodologies is the flexibility and adaptability they provide 
to diverse business settings and changing requirements (Abrahamsson et al., 2002, 
p.9, Cobb, 2011, p.3). However, the term Agile seems to have become synonymous of 
Scrum, leading to the belief that the only way to become agile is to employ that 
specific methodology (Cobb, 2011, p.4). Hence, it must be acknowledge that a single 
methodology cannot fit the whole spectrum of dissimilar projects targeting different 
business needs (Abrahamsson et al., 2002, p.12; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.87). 
Moreover, TSDM are not completely obsolete or irrelevant and sometimes they 
cannot be replaced entirely by agile methodologies. (Boehm, 2002, p.64; Cobb, 2011, 
p.15; von Rosing et al., 2015, p.5). Often, the complex nature of projects requires a 
combination o rapid value and high assurance, since extreme waterfall or pure agile 
cannot meet its needs (Boehm, 2002, p.67; Stare, 2014, p. 299). It is the responsibility 
of the project management to identify the nature of the undergoing project in order to 
select the best-fitting strategies and management methodologies (Abrahamsson et al., 
2002, p.12). Figure 4 illustrates the TSDM-Agile continuum where project managers 
can go back and forth in order to assess and select the most appropriate methodology 
for the project at hand: 
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Figure 4 TSDM-Agile Continuum (Cobb, 2011, p.15). 

3.4.2.2. Documentation Issues 
Agile methodologies advocate for less documentation (Boehm, 2002, p.64; Cho, 
2008, p.188). However, some empirical studies have demonstrate that is precisely the 
scarcity of documentation what represents a major obstacle to task completion when 
there are junior professional in the team (Cho, 2008, p.192; Boehm, 2002, p.65). 
Moreover, not having enough documentation difficult the building of organizational 
learning and knowledge database, which constitutes a potential risk for future project 
failure (Boehm, 2002, p.65; Cho, 2008, p.193). TSDM reduce the risk of making 
irrecoverable mistakes by requiring rigorous documentation of processes that 
contribute to team knowledge (Boehm, 2002, p.65). In these cases, agile methods are 
as slow as any other traditional project management method because of the team 
struggle to understand the dynamics and requirements of the project (Cho, 2008, 
p.193).  
 

3.4.2.3. Communication and Customer Involvement Challenges 
Agile methods are based on the permanent customer feedback enabled by good 
communication strategies (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2013, p.3; Boehm, 2002, p.65). 
However, in practice customer are not always keen to actively participate in the 
planning and review processes (Cho, 2008, p.193). This may be explained by them 
having other responsibilities or jobs beside the project (Cho, 2008, p.193). The result 
is unclear and vague customer requirements that take more time to analyse. This is a 
potential risk for any team implementing agile methodologies, since the input, 
feedback and maintenance of customer is critical for the value creation process (Cho, 
2008, p.188; Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.140). 
 
In terms of internal communication, agile methodologies involved constant and well-
planned strategies for communication (Cho, 2008, p.193). Nonetheless, duplication of 
work within multiple teams often happens due to lack of alignment and misleading 
communications (Cho, 2008, p.193). Communication, group formation and leadership 
issues are still emerging in agile teamwork (Cubric, 2013, p.130). This can be easily 
fixed with the Daily Scrum of Scrums Meeting that enables alignment among 
generally separated teams (Cho, 2008, p.193). Also, a solid agile knowledge base will 
help to mitigate communication and team frictions (von Rosing et al., 2015, p.560). 

3.4.2.4. Scrum Events 
It has been argued that scrum events create regularity and must be held for enhanced 
transparency, inspection and adaption of project outcomes (Schwaber & Sutherland, 
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2013, p.7). Despite of their evident benefits, scrum events often demand more time 
than initially planned, affecting the team working flow (Cho, 2008, p.194). 
Sometimes, they even become inefficient given the complexity level of specific 
projects (Cho, 2008, p.194). For this reason, scrum events cannot be immediately 
inserted in the project dynamic, until it is not clear that they serve a purpose of 
effectiveness and efficiency based on the project complexity itself (Cho, 2008, p.194).  

3.4.3. Agile Outside IT 
Although agile origins and common implementations can be tracked almost 
exclusively to software projects, the methods are gaining strong interest in the general 
field of project management (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.140; Stare, 2014, p. 295; von 
Rosing et al., 2015, p.553). There is an increasing demand in organizations for project 
managers and practitioners with agile approach (Cubric, 2013, p.120). Certain agile 
practices could be useful for projects that are implemented under traditional project 
management methodologies (Stare, 2014, p. 295). Smith and Oltmann (2010, p.7) 
proposed a set of “flexible project management” principles inspired from agile 
methodologies to enable projects outside IT to deal with shifting environments. Those 
principles are based individuals and interactions, incremental results through rapid 
iteration, flexible environment; and change embracement (Smith & Oltmann, 2010, 
p.4). They acknowledged that non-software projects often confront obstacles and 
challenges similar to those of IT projects: turbulent environments, unstable 
requirements, indecisive clients, and slow capability to react against fast moving 
technology and competitors  (Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.1).  
 
However, changing to an Agile methodology is challenging for larger organizations 
with well-established routines and structure (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.140; Stare, 
2014, p. 295; Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015, p.204; von Rosing et al., 2015, p.554). 
Agile methods are generally implemented bottom-up (Stettina & Hörz, 2014, p.146). 
Agile characteristics can be mostly found on the project and portfolio level (Stettina 
& Hörz, 2014, p.146). The process is known as agile transformation/transition and 
requires a huge amount of collaboration of practitioners, managers and customers 
(Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015, p.204). To date there is no standard model to produce 
the transition, although process, people, management, cultural and technical 
categories are the main targets of transformation (Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015, p.204; 
von Rosing et al., 2015, p.557).  
 
Gandomani & Nafchi, (2015, p.215) propose a practical agile transition and adoption 
framework based on practice selection, adapting, assessment, retrospective and 
adjustment. The framework is depicted in figure 5. According to Gandomani and 
Nafchi, the framework an organization can maintain all agile practices in a Practice 
Backlog organized according to benefits and value (Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015). 
Then, teams can pick up one or more agile practices from the Practice Backlog to 
adapt it during each iteration of the project at hand. At the end of the iteration the 
teams can make a performance assessment retrospectively to add lessons learned for 
next iterations, as well as adjustments for the practices to meet their needs value 
(Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015).  
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Figure 5 Practical Agile transition and adoption framework (Gandomani & Nafchi, 2015, p.216) 

3.5. DESIGN THINKING 
Design was originally a process applied to objects and products, but companies have 
begun to apply it in diversified context including the improvement of user experiences 
(Brown & Martin, 2015, p.58). Design thinking is a discipline that takes advantage of 
designers’ sensibility and methods to match people’s needs with solutions that are 
technically feasible in order to create a business strategy that enhances customer value 
and market opportunities (Brown, 2008, p.86; Benson & Dresdow, 2014, p.441). 
Design Thinking is a value-creation process (Moote, 2013, p.59) that promotes 
opportunities to experiment and take actions to solve a problem that generates 
dissatisfaction (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.330). It encourages managers to think like 
designers in an iterative and interactive process where problems are approached as a 
system, and solutions are integrated by infusing innovation (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, 
p.334; Moote, 2013, p.30; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.19). Above all, design thinking 
value proposition relies on the emotional connection to the product or service that 
ultimately engage the customer (Brown, 2008, p.92) 
 
The success of Design Thinking relies on a thorough understanding, through direct 
observation, of what is wanted, needed, and liked by involved stakeholders (Brown, 
2008, p.86; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.20; Benson & Dresdow, 2014, p.442). The 
process of designing products and services is a critical step towards enhancing and 
sustaining business competitiveness (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.330). In business 
settings specifically, design thinking processes can change how people learn and solve 
problems (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.331). The on-going process of modification in 
the Design Thinking process aims to remove discrepancies; and build a bridge 
between the problem and specifications by providing a design solution based on an 
ever-evolving solution concept (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.335).  
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In the face of contemporary business challenges Moote (2013, p.79) argues there is a 
need for new leaders to manage change effectively, reinvent business models and 
practices rapidly enough to keep up with the competition. For each one of the main 
contemporary business challenges Moote (2013, p.80) recommends the application of 
design thinking strategies to raise new questions and shape creative ideas. The linkage 
between business challenges to design thinking solutions are detailed in table 4. 
 
Business Challenges  Design Thinking Solutions 
Growth  Storytelling 

Predictability  Strategic Foresight 

Change  Sensing 

Relevance  Value Redefinition 

Extreme Competition  Experience Design 

Standardization  Humanization 

Creative Culture  Prototyping 

Strategy and Organization  Business Model Design 
 

Table 4 Design Thinking Solutions for Contemporary Business Challenges (Moote, 2013, p.80) 

3.5.1. The Design Thinking Process 
The design process starts with abstracts specifications followed by a gradually 
refinement of them, until the description of a product is reached (Razzouk & Shute, 
2012, p.336; Dörner, 1999, p.407). The process continues with cycles of mutual 
adjustments between specifications and solutions until a final solution emerges 
(Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.336).  
 
Design thinkers engage in three cognitive processes: preparation, assimilation and 
strategic control (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.337). During preparation, designer focus 
on what is relevant. Designers prioritize users’ experiences and observe behaviours to 
draw conclusions on what people want and need (Kolko, 2015, p.68; Seidel & Fixson, 
2013, p.20). Physical models must be created to examine complex problems, while 
the use of prototypes ease the exploration of potential solutions (Kolko, 2015, p.69; 
Dörner, 1999, p.408). In the assimilation process, s/he makes sense of the proposed 
solution and feedback from experiments and prototypes (Seidel & Fixson, 2013, 
p.21). It is necessary to analyse the system as a whole, instead of the functions of its 
single components (Dörner, 1999, p.412). To maintain strategic control designers 
make decisions along the design process than include tasks prioritization and 
constrains analysis (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.337). 
 
The process of design thinking requires forward and backward reasoning strategy 
(Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.337). Three steps critical for design thinking are 
inspiration, ideation and implementation (Brown, 2008, p.88). Inspiration is gained 
from the problems or opportunities that the organization wants to tackle (Brown, 
2008, p.88). Ideation is the step of developing and evaluation ideas and prototypes 
that may lead to a solution (Brown, 2008, p.89). Implementation refers to the charting 
of a path to market (Brown, 2008, p.89).  During the whole process, the successful 
designer digs below the surface with problem decomposing strategies to clarify 
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requirements, increase and summarize available information, prioritize requirements 
and consider all emerging ideas (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.337). To do so, a set of 
principles must be in place: empathy with users, discipline of prototyping and 
tolerance for failure (Kolko, 2015, p.68).  
 
The reporting process aims to increase expertise and organizational learning rather 
than a summary of activities performed (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.337). Design 
thinking can help guide decisions at multiple levels in the organization, by creating a 
holistic experience for users, teams, management and stakeholders (Benson & 
Dresdow, 2014, p.452). 

3.5.2. Design Thinking challenges 
Embracing design as a core competence is not an easy decision for companies with 
well-established structures (Kolko, 2015, p.71). Most challenges during a shift to a 
culture of design are related to: 

• Accepting more ambiguity: Since design thinking is founded on value 
propositions about better customer experiences, it is impossible to guarantee a 
healthy return of investment (Kolko, 2015, p.71). Reengaging with the users 
sooner and getting an early feedback to initial prototypes could heighten the 
chances to reduce ambiguity, provide a higher customer satisfaction, and 
therefore a higher ROI (Brown & Martin, 2015, p.60). Rapid and cyclical 
prototyping increases the team confidence on market success (Brown & 
Martin, 2015, p.60). 

• Embracing risk: Innovation is inherently riskier and design thinking requires 
moving forward without a logical understanding of the problem (Kolko, 2015, 
p.71). 

• Resetting expectation: Design thinking helps organizations to cut through 
complexity rather than solving all problems (Kolko, 2015, p.71). It helps to 
define the future, but is not appropriate to optimize, streamline or operate a 
stable business (Kolko, 2015, p.71). 

• Design thinking in novice teams: It has been argued that the required skills for 
successful design thinking develop in an individual over time (Razzouk & 
Shute, 2012, p.338; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.20). However, organizations 
willing to adopt design thinking may not have prior experience with its related 
methods (Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.19). Brainstorming and team reflexivity 
may contribute positively to the empowerment of novice teams when 
employed considering the context (Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.30). The most 
important step is to ignite the organization’s intellectual progress by learning 
for preceding stages (Brown & Martin, 2015, p.58) 
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3.6 THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 6 Theoretical Framework
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4. PRACTICAL METHOD 

4.1. DATA COLLECTION METHOD 
We have previously identified case study as the research strategy to be employed in 
this study. Case study explores a phenomenon within its context, in order to gain a 
richer understanding of both the context and the processes enacted (Eisenhardt & 
Graebner, 2007, p.25; Yin, 2014, p.88). Thus, the importance of planning data 
collection methods that are comprehensive enough to capture the relations between 
the social actors, the context and the process are crucial to understand the phenomena 
under study (Yin, 2014, p.88). In consequence, data for case studies can arouse from 
two sources: Primary and secondary data (Saunders et al., 2012, p.304; Ghauri & 
Gronhaug, 2010, p.90). The former refers to new data collected for the specific 
purpose of the undergoing research (Saunders et al., 2012, p.304; Ghauri & 
Gronhaug, 2010, p.99). The latter, involves raw data and published summaries 
collected for different purposes (Saunders et al., 2012, p.304; Ghauri & Gronhaug, 
2010, p.199). Secondary data is a source of further analysis to provide additional 
knowledge, interpretations and conclusion to those coming from the primary data 
collected (Saunders et al., 2012, p.304). 
 
Given the nature of our research question and the purpose of our study, we consider a 
data collection method of both primary and secondary data will be necessary 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.306).  In first instance, we want to develop a new framework 
for IDP management that integrates contingency and participatory development 
theory with design thinking and agile methodologies. Since no such a framework has 
been developed before, and the available information in IDP is very limited, it is 
required that primary data be collected in order to accomplish this goal. In second 
instance, we rely on secondary data sources to evaluate and expand the information 
needed to draw conclusions for this research.  
 
After considering various methods proposed by literature (Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.307; Yin, 2014, p.105) we decided to use interviews as a primary data collection 
method. The interview is a commonly used method for qualitative research (Bryman 
& Bell, 2011, p.479; Janghorban et al., 2014, p.1; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, p.604). 
In fact, it has been estimated that a large amount of qualitative researches in social 
sciences is based on data obtained through interviews (Briggs, 1986 cited in Roulston 
et al., 2003, p.646; Janghorban et al., 2014, p.1). We consider this method would 
contribute greatly to our research purpose, since interviews facilitate the construction 
of reality while making sense of it (Roulston et al., 2003, p.645; Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.372). This is possible because interviews enable an in-depth understanding of our 
participants’ points of view, while flexible adapting the emphasis of the research 
according to relevant issues emerging from interviews data (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p.480-481). By doing so, we can control that the results of our research fulfil the 
purpose of being suited to IDP contemporary challenges. Likewise, secondary data 
employed in this study is of a documentary nature (Saunders et al., 2012, p.307); and 
comes from official reports of IDP leading organizations, newspapers and interview 
transcripts (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.97). Interviews are considered one of the 
most important sources of case study evidence (Yin, 2014, p.110).  
 
Interviews in case studies resemble a guided conversation and will follow a consistent 
line of inquiry while keeping a fluid rather than rigid style (Yin, 2014, p.110). 
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Nonetheless, the interview process must ensure a consistency with the research 
question (Yin, 2014, p.110). In the following sub-chapter we will explain in detail the 
technique followed to achieve the qualitative sampling and access; the rationale 
behind the interview plan and protocol; the transcribing strategy; and the qualitative 
data analysis method employed. 

4.2. QUALITATIVE SAMPLING TECHNIQUE AND ACCESS 
There are two widely used sampling techniques: probability sampling and purposive 
sampling (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.428). Probability sampling is often used in 
quantitative research although it may be used in qualitative research when the 
researcher is seeking to generalize to a wider population (Bryman & Bell, 2011, 
p.428; Palinkas et al., 2015, p.534). On the contrary, purposive sampling compress the 
strategic selection of units needed to directly answer the research question (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.428; Palinkas et al., 2015, p.533). As we have previously discussed in 
chapter 2.4.6.3. Generalizability versus Phronesis, our research is not seeking 
generalization to a wider population. Therefore, we consider that the most appropriate 
sampling technique for our endeavour is purposive sampling. 
 
Our goal by selecting a purposive sampling technique is to sample participants in a 
strategic manner, to ensure there are an appropriate variety of perspectives to answer 
the research question (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.428; Palinkas et al., 2015, p.534). As 
discussed previously in chapter 2.4.3.1. Case study types, we will follow a multiple 
case embedded study, so we sampled accordingly. Within the purposive sampling 
technique, we pursued the snowball sample procedure to gain access to strategic 
participants (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.435; Palinkas et al., 2015, p.535). Initially, we 
made contact with a group of potential participants to whom we have relative access 
due to professional relations. Then, we promote spirit of cooperation so they could 
grant us access with other relevant professionals in IDP. We acknowledge that by 
allowing the participation of acquaintances in the research we may incur in some bias. 
However, we balanced any possible bias by ensuring the participation of relevant 
professionals with whom we did not have any previous contact. Despite this, all 
interviews were conducted in a similar manner and sequence; therefore no difference 
can be noted in interviewees’ treatment that could influence the response. This 
decision enabled a good balance between rapport and professional distance with both 
acquaintances and referrals, which maintained the objectivity along the process. 
 
However, guidelines for determining non-probabilistic sample size are not agreed 
upon in literature (Guest et al., 2006, p.59). For this reason, during the sampling 
process we had our research goal in mind (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.428). We wanted 
our results to be realistic and suited to the needs and challenges of contemporary IDP. 
In order to achieve a theoretical saturation (Guest et al., 2006, p.79), we combined 
academic and practical perspective into the research through our participants. Our 
scientific rationale for the sampling is illustrated in figure 7. The figure represents the 
human and political dimensions of IDP management that would integrate the SUITED 
Framework (Oppenheim, 1992, p.68). The input provided by researchers and 
academics would be integrated into the theoretical scope of the framework. The inner 
circle represents all practical dimensions of the framework.  
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Figure 7 Sampling Rationale  

4.2.1. Organizations Selection 
The selection of participating organizations follows the aforementioned sampling 
rational. Based on our purposive sampling technique, we identified and gained access 
to seven (7) organizations working at different levels of IDP. For an organization to 
be selected for this study, two criteria were observed: 

• The organization must have experience with development projects at the 
international level, whether via international operations or via the use of 
resources from an international origin. 

• The organization observes project management standards. 
We classified the organizations into the supervisory level, implementation level and 
theoretical boundary as per figure 7. We considered that supervisory level 
organizations must have more representation within the sample given that they 
provide the frameworks within which implementing NGOs must act. Therefore, a 
better understanding of the supervisory level organizations could help to clarify 
current limits to flexibility and participatory development within IDP. Only one 
organization was selected for the theoretical boundary because it constitutes the most 
representative body of knowledge and management standards for IDP. Table 6 
provides a brief description of each participating organization. 
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Table 5 Sample of ID organizations selected for the Qualitative Study

Organization Description Region of Operation Position in the 
Sampling Rationale 

A 
International Development Banks. Invests and partners with developing 
member countries and other stakeholders to alleviate poverty by 
promoting value creation, sustained and inclusive growth. 

Asia and the Pacific Supervisory Level 

B 
International multilateral organization aiming to the eradication of 
hunger, food insecurity and malnutrition. Promotes economic and social 
progress while advocating for sustainable management. 

Worldwide Supervisory Level 

C 
Regional multilateral organization. Aims to the promotion of 
democracy, human rights, security and development through political 
dialogue, inclusiveness, cooperation, legal and follow-up instruments.  

Americas Supervisory Level 

D 
International multilateral organization working to face drugs and 
crimes, combating corruption and enhancing alternative development, 
drug abuse prevention an aids for HIV and AIDS patients. 

Worldwide Supervisory Level 

E 
International NGO promoting social development through education, 
research, social innovation and cultural initiatives. Prioritizes projects 
benefiting children, youth and vulnerable communities.  

Americas Implementation Level 

F 
NGO specialized in planning sustainable projects in close partnership 
with beneficiaries. Looks at growing the local economy by using local 
resources, village resiliency and self-sufficiency. 

Haiti Implementation Level 

G 
International organization providing expertise and knowledge to ID 
organizations and NGO to implement successful project management 
practice in order to increase the rate of project success. 

Worldwide Theoretical Boundary 
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4.2.2. Respondents selection 
The respondents’ selection constitutes the embedded units of analysis of our multiple-
case design. Respondents were selected from within the participating organizations in 
accordance to the criteria: 

• Professional experience with IDP and/or published researchers of IDP field; or 
IDP beneficiaries. 

• Experience in the Project Management Office. 
Depending on respondents’ main role in IDP, we classified them into flexibility 
management, stakeholder management, auditors, theoretical boundaries and 
beneficiaries, as per figure 7. We also considered the respondents’ previous 
professional experience in order to guarantee that a holistic and worldwide 
perspective of IDP could be achieved. Table 6 provides a brief description of each 
individual participant. The letter in the numeration corresponds to the organization to 
which the respondent belongs. 
 
The respondents were initially approached directly through and invitation letter to 
participate in the interview. We introduced ourselves and presented the objectives of 
our research. We elaborated on why we thought s/he was a good fit for the empirical 
study. We sent the letter of invitation one month in advance in order to secure 
respondents’ availability. The invitation letter was answered positively and 
respondents were willing to participate in the empirical study for the most part. 
Moreover, they demonstrated an initial interest on the research scope since it is 
contemporary issue that is being discussed in IDP field. A week after that, we sent a 
formal research background and the empirical study calendar to the research 
participants. Interviews dates were confirmed via a confidential doodle survey. 
Interviewees were provided in advance with interview guides and we agreed on Skype 
and email as the channels of communication. A final number of ten interviews were 
conducted.  
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Table 6 Sample of ID respondents selected for the Qualitative Study

Respondent Professional Profile Role Position in the 
Sampling Rationale 

Interview 
Length 

A-1  
Risk management specialist with comprehensive experience in 
development investments, credit risk assessment, policy analysis and 
consultancy.  

Specialist Supervisory Level/ 
Flexibility Management 1:15h 

B-1  
Senior level professional with broad experience in development banks 
and multilateral organizations. Specializes in cooperation at 
government level.  

Director 
Supervisory Level/ 

Stakeholders 
Management 

55m 

C-1 
Sustainable development specialist focused on projects in Latin 
America and the Caribbean. Multiple projects and initiatives 
management.  

Specialist 
Supervisory Level/ 

Stakeholders 
Management 

46m 

C-2 
Programme officer with experience in project management in 
multilateral organizations, partnership development and resources 
mobilization.  

Officer Supervisory Level/ 
Flexibility Management 53m 

C-3 
Professional with experience in sustainable development at multilateral 
organizations with responsibilities of project formulation and 
coordination.  

Assistant Project 
Manager 

Supervisory Level/ 
Stakeholders 
Management 

1:23h 

D-1 Senior level professional with experience in design, management, 
implementation and evaluation of IDP, as well as IDP research.  Coordinator 

Supervisory Level/ 
Stakeholders 
Management 

1:21h 

E-1  Senior level professional with experience in development projects for 
community counselling, capacity building and international aid.  CEO 

Implementation Level/ 
Stakeholders 
Management 

1:05h 

F-1  Professional with experience in formulation and implementation of IDP 
Specializes in the strengthening of community sustainable growths.  CEO Implementation Level/ 

Flexibility Management 50m 

G-1 Senior Level IDP project and programme manager with experience in 
consultancy, training and coaching; design and implementation. 

Senior 
Managing 
Director 

Theoretical Boundary / 
Implementation Level 1:17h 

H-1 
Experienced IDP as beneficiary. Senior Level researcher and lecturer in 
project management for IDP. Publisher of several peer-reviewed 
articles inquiring on contemporary challenges of IDP.  

Beneficiary and 
Researcher 

Theoretical Boundary / 
Implementation Level 1:18h 
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4.3. INTERVIEW GUIDE 
There are two main types of interviews in qualitative research: unstructured 
interviews and semi-structure interviews (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.479; Saunders et 
al., 2012, p.374). Unstructured interviews follow a conversational style and are based 
on a single or few open-ended questions and overheard comments (Bryman & Bell, 
2011, p.481; Saunders et al., 2012, p.375). Semi-structured interviews, on the 
contrary, are based on questions covering specific topics even though the interviewee 
keeps a good deal of freedom on how to reply (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.481; Saunders 
et al., 2012, p.374). Although in both cases the interview process is flexible (Bryman 
& Bell, 2011, p.481), we argue that a semi-structured interview would better benefit 
our research since we can cover the topics and qualitative models presented on the 
theoretical framework. Moreover, semi-structured interviews is recommended for 
exploratory studies where there is a need to understand participants’ reasons and 
opinions (Saunders et al., 2012, p.378). 
 
In consequence, the list of questions and topics to be covered during the semi-
structured interview conform the interview guide (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.481; 
Saunders et al., 2012, p.375). Although the interview guide is designed in advance to 
the interviews, it still allows enough flexibility to include new questions based on 
information revealed by interviewees (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.481). In order to 
ensure that interviewees have clarity on the topics under research and the questions to 
be asked, we sent the interview guide one week in advance to the interview date 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.486; Saunders et al., 2012, p.385). We sought feedback from 
the participants with regards to the clarity of the interview questions.  
 
We prepared the interview guide having minded our research question, purpose and 
theoretical framework (Oppenheim, 1992, p.70). We started by designing questions 
related to the themes identified in our theoretical framework. We aimed the interview 
questions were open-ended and not leading the respondent to a specific answers 
(Oppenheim, 1992, p.75), thus ensuring neutrality as interviewers (Saunders et al., 
2012, p.391). The themes included in the interview guide are project design in IDP, 
project implementation in IDP, challenges in IDP, contingency/flexibility in IDP, and 
participatory development in IDP. Figure 8 demonstrates the relation between the 
selected themes and the research question, while indicating the interview flow. In 
addition, we prepared two background questions and two closure questions to be 
asked at the beginning and the end of the interview with the purpose of capturing the 
interviewees’ general background, experiences and insights. Our interview guide can 
be found in appendix 1. 
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Figure 8 Interview themes and flow in relation with the Research Question
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4.4. CONDUCTING THE INTERVIEWS 
One unavoidable feature of qualitative interviews is that one can never be sure what will 
occur (Roulston et al., 2003, p.643). However, as researchers we must anticipate a 
certain kind of narrative, descriptions and situations from our respondents (Roulston et 
al., 2003, p.644). In order to do so, we planned and proceeded with the semi-structure 
interview in such a manner that we can avoid unexpected outcomes and, therefore, 
guarantee a successful collection of relevant data to our research.  

4.4.1. Semi-structured interview planning 
Besides of the construction of the interview guide, in the planning phase we were 
concerned about three challenges that may emerge during the interview process: 
unexpected participants behaviour, consequences of the researchers’ own actions and 
subjectivity, and phrasing and negotiating questions (Roulston et al., 2003, p.648). We 
planned accordingly in order to be prepared to face each one of these challenges. 
 

4.4.1.1. Unexpected participants behaviour 
Unexpected participants behaviour often occur at the beginning of the interview and are 
related to late show-up, participants performing parallel activities during the interview, 
noisy environments, among others (Roulston et al., 2003, p.649; Saunders et al., 2012, 
p.394). In all cases, these behaviours are unanticipated by the interviewer (Roulston et 
al., 2003, p.648). We prepared for this by limiting the interviews length to 40 minutes 
and framing them into a 1-hour time-slot each. By doing so, we guarantee a 20 minutes 
time space to manage in between the interviews. Moreover, we prepared a quiet and 
appropriate environment for the interviews in the group study rooms at the Umea 
University Library (Saunders et al., 2012, p.386; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, p.609). 
Since we were conducting Skype interviews, we did not have control over the 
respondents’ own environments. However, along with the interview guide, we sent kind 
recommendations for avoiding these issues. 
 

4.4.1.2. Consequences of the researchers’ own actions and subjectivities 
Actions such as misleading instructions, or subjectivities trying to lead the participants 
to give specific answers may create problems during the interview (Roulston et al., 
2003, p.649). We acknowledge that our assumptions contribute to the flow of the 
interview as well as the responses given by interviewees. Hence, we made an effort to 
develop better listening skills (Saunders et al., 2012, p.393; Roulston et al., 2003, 
p.650), limit our contributions to the interaction (Saunders et al., 2012, p.393) and aim 
for an 80/20 respondent/researcher talk ratio (Roulston et al., 2003, p.650).  However, 
we also promoted a conversational interaction that enables a fluid talk and allows the 
participants to share instead of only giving information.  
 

4.4.1.3. Phrasing and negotiating questions 
One main concern while interviewing in a conversational manner is to keep the 
interview flow focused on the research topic and question (Roulston et al., 2003, p.654). 
For this reason, we tried to anticipate how the way our research questions were 
articulated would produce certain type of answers (Roulston et al., 2003, p.655). This 
may include paraphrasing open-ended questions to increase comprehension by the 
respondent. To avoid this situation we took two ways of action. First, we sent the 
interview guide one week in advance and sought for the respondents’ feedback. We 
aimed to sort out any confusion regarding the questions and their purpose before the 
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interview date. Second, we rehearsed rephrased options for each interview question and 
evaluate the comprehensiveness with the feedback of peer researchers. 

4.4.2. Interview Proceedings 
For all the participants, we conducted online synchronous interviews through Skype 
video call (Saunders et al., 2012, p.405; Janghorban et al., 2014, p.1; Deakin & 
Wakefield, 2014, p.603). Qualitative researchers often prefer face-to-face interviews 
rather than electronic or telephone interviews, based on the concern about the quality of 
the data collected (Sturges & Hanrahan, 2004, p.108; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, 
p.603). However, empirical studies have conclude that electronic or telephone 
interviews are not better or worse than those conducted face-to-face (Miller, 1995, p.37; 
Sturges & Hanrahan, 2004, p.115; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, p.606). Moreover, 
electronic or telephone interviews are recommended when there is a need to interview 
individuals who are difficult to access in person, and when there is a budget constraint 
to conduct face-to-face interviews (Sturges & Hanrahan, 2004, p.109; Janghorban et al., 
2014, p.1; Saunders et al., 2012, p.398; Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, p.605). Since our 
research participants are currently located in different countries around the world, we 
consider we met both criteria for a Skype interview to be considered appropriate 
(Deakin & Wakefield, 2014, p.604).  
 
To begin the interview, we designated the first minutes to remind the respondents about 
the research purpose and topic, making any relevant clarification. We also reaffirm the 
rights of the respondents according to our ethical principles and ask permission for 
recording the interview (Oppenheim, 1992, p.71). By proceeding in such a manner our 
goal was to gain the respondents’ trust and establish our credibility as researchers 
(Saunders et al., 2012, p.389). This introductory section also allowed the respondents to 
feel comfortable about participating in the interview. In terms of the interview itself, we 
made the decision to divide the interview topics and questions between the two 
researchers. Both researchers were able to ask follow-up questions along the interview. 
All the interviews were conducted with the presence of both researchers, which 
facilitated the discussion during the analysis stage, while ensuring an unbiased 
interpretation of the responses (Oppenheim, 1992, p.76). 

4.5. TRANSCRIBING 
In qualitative research it is desirable to record the interviews and make notes along the 
process (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.494; Saunders et al., 2012, p.394). We record all the 
Skype video calls with the permission of our research participants and using a Skype 
third-party application (Janghorban et al., 2014, p.2). Immediately after the interview, 
we optimized the data collected by recording our assessment of the results and 
contextual data (Saunders et al., 2012, p.395). The transcript process itself may be tough 
and complex, especially since English is not our mother tongue (Roulston et al., 2003, 
p.659). However, we developed detailed transcriptions to ensure that the final result is a 
reliable account of the oral record (Roulston et al., 2003, p.659). By doing so, the 
transcripts became an evidence of the interview focus on the theoretical assumptions 
underpinning the study (Roulston et al., 2003, p.659). 
 
Transcriptions include elements of analysis and interpretation (Bird, 2005, p.235). In the 
transcriptions we included pauses and the nonverbal signals that were possible to 
capture via Skype video call (Janghorban et al., 2014, p.1). When language barriers for 
understanding were present, we rewind multiple times and ask for confirmation to the 
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research partner (Oppenheim, 1992, p.76). In order to reduce the possibility of mistakes 
in the final transcriptions, we review each other transcriptions for approval (Oppenheim, 
1992, p.70).  

4.6. QUALITATIVE DATA ANALYSIS 
A choice of qualitative data analysis represents the framework that is designed to guide 
the analysis of the collect data (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.581). In qualitative research, as 
opposite to quantitative research, there is not a generally accepted framework to do such 
a work (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.196; Saunders et al., 2012, p.395; Attride-Stirling, 
2001, p.386). However, recommendations made to succeed in this endeavour do agree 
on the consistency the data analysis framework must have with the research philosophy, 
research design and the data collection method (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.80; Saunders 
et al., 2012, p.556). At the end, the choice of a suitable data analysis framework will 
benefit the research process by bringing order, structure and meaning to the mass of 
collected data (Ghauri & Gronhaug, 2010, p.199). 
 
One of the most widely used frameworks for analysing qualitative data is thematic 
analysis (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.599; Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.79). Its main 
characteristic is the flexibility it adds to the data analysis process (Braun & Clarke, 
2006, p.78). By using thematic analysis the researcher constructs an index of central 
themes and subthemes from recurring motifs, which are then represented in a matrix 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011, p.599; Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.79). Then, the collected data is 
organized and classified into core themes and later distributed in subthemes (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011, p.599). Within thematic analysis we found thematic network analysis 
(Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.386). The aim of thematic network analysis is to understand 
an issue or the significance of an idea, rather than to reconcile conflicting situations 
(Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.387; Braun & Clarke, 2006, p.80). Hence, while pure thematic 
analysis could help us to discover themes arousing from the collected data (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006, p.80), thematic network analysis would optimize the process by 
facilitating the structuring and depiction of these themes (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.387). 
We consider that the features offered by thematic network analysis would greatly 
benefit the purpose of our research and enable us to gain a deeper understanding of the 
studied phenomenon. Thematic network analysis understands a common theme derived 
from the qualitative data by applying network principles (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.388). 
Then, the data can be easily segmented and conceptualized into themes (Attride-
Stirling, 2001, p.388). Figure 8 is a representation of the thematic network analysis 
proposed. 
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Figure 9 Structure thematic network (adapted from Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.388) 

 
Thematic network analysis is performed in a three-stage process. First stage is 
concerned with the breakdown of data by coding the qualitative material, identifying 
themes and constructing the thematic networks (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.391). During 
second stage, we explored the data by describing and summarizing thematic networks 
(Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.391). Finally, we proceed to integrate the exploration results 
and interpret the patterns (Attride-Stirling, 2001, p.391). The resulting networks must be 
analysed and interpreted to understand the emerging themes (Attride-Stirling, 2001, 
p.389). We interpreted our themes under the light of our research question and the 
theoretical framework proposed.  
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5. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 
In the following sections we will present the summary of findings for each one of the 
five interview questions, as responded by the interviewees. The interview guide can be 
found in appendix 1. In section 5.2 Thematic Network Analysis we will provide the 
constructs of central themes and subthemes from recurring motifs, while analysing 
those findings and establishing relations among them. The resulting networks from out 
thematic network analysis can be found in appendix 2. 

5.1. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

5.1.1. Project Design in IDP 
When discussing common processes followed by organizations during IDP design, 
many respondents agreed that the process is aimed to be participative and involve main 
stakeholders (A-1; B-1; C-2). When trying to clarify which stakeholders were actually 
involved, they recognized that mainly the donor organization, the government and the 
implementation organization are called to participate (A-1; B-1). The participation of 
the beneficiary communities is null or not enough (C-1; D-1; G-1; H-1). After digging 
on this matter, all of the respondents acknowledge that in practice there are an exclusive 
number of participants called to give input to this phase (C-3). The information 
collected from beneficiaries is not intended to understand how they would solve their 
own problems, but what would be the organization’s solution based on what worked in 
country A or B (D-1; G-1). There is not a method to assess what are the actual needs of 
the beneficiary population (D-1). The design phase involves mainly the government’s 
priorities (C-3). Local partners, NGOs and governmental entities are contacted to 
provide information on their capabilities and experience, rather than to understand the 
strategic role they play in the communities or how they can support the implementation 
phase (C-3; G-1). 
 
The biggest international organizations interviewed for this research have designed 
long-term (5 to 11 years) development programs to comply with the UN Millennium 
goals and 2030 Agenda, called Poverty Reduction Strategy Plans (PRSP) (A-1; B-1; C-
2; D-1; H-1). Governments identify the different areas where there is a need for 
development projects in the country (A-1; B-1; C-2; H-1). When the country does not 
have the capacity to develop the PRSP they turn to consultancy firms (H-1). Therefore, 
all the projects are selected and designed in alignment with those goals (A-1; B-1). 
However, not all organizations will use PRSP. Private initiatives for funding project are 
done in different ways (H-1). For instance, there is a pilot methodology called Global 
Significance. They look for projects that are small and easy to identify, which can 
address a wider diversity of problems within communities (C-3). In small NGOs, 
planning is done more intuitively (F-1). One of the interviewees acknowledges that the 
NGO she represents could do better on planning. But she also points out that other 
organizations over-plan processes. The over-planning is also an obstacle for relevant 
IDP delivery (F-1).  
 
Often, design process starts when a problem occurring within a community is found and 
defined (A-1; B-1). Organizations develop with the government an action plan (A-1). 
Involved organizations generally hold some kind of funds (either money or other 
resources) and they define what they want to do with those resources (B-1; C-2; C-3; D-
1). There are a lot of political factor influencing the design phase (B-1). Hence, the 
teams have to deal and sort both political and technical challenges (A-1). Those political 
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and technical factors sometimes are obstacles for the projects to reach a successful end 
(A-1; C-2; C-3; D-1).  
 
Then, when the problem causes are isolated, the design team identify the actions that 
could mitigate in short and long term the problem (A-1). Project Concepts arise from 
previous experiences (B-1; C-1; C-2; F-1). The nature and the scope of those actions are 
limited by the amount of resources available to implement the project (C-1; C-2; F-1). 
The methods and tools used during the design phase are Problem Tree Analysis and the 
Logical Framework Matrix (A-1; B-1; C-1; C-3; D-1; E-1 G-1; H-1). Resource Based 
Management is also used (H-1). They sometimes use ad hoc tools that are relevant for 
the context and the funding institution, and conduct risk assessment (A-1; E-1; C-2; C-
3; F-1). The design phase output is normally a list of activities to be done during 
implementation phase (D-1; E-1; F-1; G-1). IDP are designed using a waterfall 
methodology (E-1). Many professionals work along the process in each step of the 
design. Project Managers do not participate during the design process. Thus, issues 
emerge during the handover, when the implementation team receives the design without 
knowing many of the assumptions that lead to making decisions in the design phase (G-
1).  
 
In terms of the time required to complete the design phase, it depends on the complexity 
and specifications of the project itself and the number of stakeholders involved (A-1; B-
1; H-1). It is usual in IDP that from the design phase to implementation phase much 
time has passed (E-1). Hence, many of the assumptions and risks have changed along 
the process (A-1; C-2; G-1; H-1). But it is also usual that some projects are designed in 
a rush to comply with organizational indicators (E-1). Therefore, sometimes there is not 
enough time to really assess the problem that will be tackled by the project. In these 
cases, the design team take a previous project and re-launch it to the current situation 
(B-1; E-1; G-1; D-1). When doing so, there is a lack of consideration of the differences 
in contexts, people and environment between the community for which the project was 
originally designed for, and this new community where they want to re-launch it (G-1). 
IDP should be designed with at least 6 months of good dialogue with beneficiaries and 
stakeholders (E-1). But often organizations are too ambitious and want to start working 
since day one. This problem may come from the people designing the project, and the 
contingency elements they allow to the project (A-1; C-1). 
 
Challenges related to the design phase are of different nature (E-1). First, there is a 
generalized assumption that the project plan is written on stone (G-1) therefore they 
cannot be changed. However, given the dynamic nature of the ID world, it is important 
that the project manager and team participate more in the design phase (E-1; G-1).  
Project manager needs to understand the assumptions that lead to the final design so it 
would be easier for the implementation team to adapt the original design to the reality of 
the beneficiary communities (E-1; G-1). Second, ID organizations try to satisfy the 
requirements of the donor –whatever they are- in order to win the funds, rather than to 
satisfy the needs of the beneficiary communities (D-1; E-1; G-1). Moreover, they need 
to assess the organizational capabilities, the resources, time and knowledge available, 
along with the risks, in order to make the decision whether to undertake the project or 
not (A-1; B-1; C-2; E-1 G-1). To do so, ID organizations could take advantage of tools 
such as case study, project concept, among others (A-1; B-1; G-1). 
 



 

61 

There are also challenges with the political shifts, and the handover process (A-1; B-1). 
Those challenges produce delays to start the implementation phase (C-2). Since the 
moment they receive the money they need to start reporting results. However, they can 
only report those results if they count with the government’s endorsement. The 
government will only give its endorsement to the project if the project fits its immediate 
priorities. Hence, if the design phase takes too long, it will become outdate and will not 
match the government’s immediate priorities. These kinds of challenges are tackle with 
“adaptive management” (C-3). 

5.1.2. Project implementation in IDP 
When asked about how is managed the implementation cycle of IDP, one respondent 
said “it is a headache” (C-1). This feeling is shared to some extend by all the 
interviewees. Even if the project has a very good detailed plan, IDP managers always 
find unforeseen issues, including lot of delays (C-1; E-1). However, the real reason of 
the problems is not that easy to find. First, in terms of IDP management the biggest 
challenge is the time (F-1). Often, there is not enough time and some stakeholders take 
extra time to complete responsibilities (B-1). This produces a lot of delays in the project 
implementation. There is no control over those stakeholders; they cannot be forced 
because they are third-party organizations (B-1). Teams are also too small and they have 
overload (C-1; E-1). Second, Beneficiaries must be empowered with the solutions and a 
feedback process must be in place so the projects can produce an impact in communities 
(C-1; E-1; F-1). Cultural aspects are also important for the correct implementation of 
objectives and final impact (F-1). Identifying opportunities for bigger impact of 
project’s results through dialogue and participation is a motivation factor for project 
managers to run the extra mile (C-1; F-1).  
 
Implementation is also extremely complex because the team is often divided between a 
management team located in the headquarters, and the implementation team working in 
the field (B-1; D-1). To implement the project ID organizations look to have full control 
of resources and in to limit the resources that will be sent to field (A-1; C-3). There are 
many egos during the implementation phase, coming out of the political and technical 
issues mentioned previously (E-1; F-1). Results are only realized many years after they 
were supposed to be seen (C-2; D-1; E-1; F-1). To sort the technical and political issues 
of the IDP, teams use to organize themselves around specialized committees (C-2; C-3). 
However, those committees have proved to be not the best solutions (C-3). There are 
many decisions made internally in the specialized committees that are not approved or 
known by the coordination committee. Hence, the decisions are stopped, and the 
governance of the project has suffered (D-1).  
 
The implementation phase of IDP is framed by a set of activities that project managers 
must perform (E-1). The plan is done by someone else during the design phase, and 
given to the project manager at the beginning of the implementation phase (H-1). In 
practice, the main function of the project manager is to try to bridge the gap between the 
design phase and the implementation phase; and update the project plan accordingly (H-
1). Many things can happen during this gap: Needs may change, beneficiaries may 
move, information is no longer accurate. So project manager is entitled to update and 
reshape the project plan (H-1). 
 
The implementation phase is done through Activity-Based Project Management 
(ABPM). There should be an evolution towards Results-Based Project Management 
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(RBPM). The second methodology is needed for a more agile and mature ID system (G-
1). The selection of the tools and methods for the implementation is done during the 
design phase (H-1).  They are highly focused on monitoring and control of the project 
(H-1). Namely, they are Cash Flow Burned Rate. There is a movement trying to 
incorporate Earned Value methodology into IDP, but this is something very few 
organizations are attempting (G-1). However, the most widely used tools for IDP 
management still are Excel schedules, graphic charts and similar (C-2; C-3; E-1; F-1; 
G-1). Reporting is normally narrative, done in Microsoft Word (E-1). Reports are 
submitted three-monthly and annually to the donor organization (C-1; C-2; C-3). More 
specialized tools like Microsoft Project are also used, although sometimes project 
managers avoid to use them because they are not trained on these kind of software (C-
1). Technical and financial reports must match and be delivered simultaneously (B-1; C-
3; E-1). IDP professionals are requiring more training in project management tools and 
methodologies (C-1; C-2; C-3; G-1). There is not a standard method or tool for IDP 
implementation. Projects often employ the tools and methods provided by the donor 
organization (C-1; C-3; E-1; F-1). 
 
Along the implementation phase, there are positive and negative practices highlighted 
by the interviewees. Positive practices are the follow-up and project coordination 
meetings (A-1; B-1; C-2; E-1; F-1), which have been opportunities to reflect upon bad 
practices made by stakeholders in the territory (C-2). This has helped the 
implementation of projects (D-1). The organizations have been able to re-build the 
beneficiaries’ confidence toward public institutions (A-1; B-1; D-1). Another positive 
practice is the work they do in the up-front phase of the project. This is because of the 
nature of the IDP they try to reconcile the point of view of many stakeholders and 
sustain international levels of quality (A-1; B-1). The negative side is that the ego in 
those institutions prevents the actors to receive constructive critics and to produce 
organizational learning (E-1; F-1). Hence, they receive observations made from 
implementation teams like threats for their leadership in the regions. They draw back 
the implementation of the projects in order to not lose the leadership (D-1). Another 
negative practice is they do not involve the beneficiaries enough. Sometimes it is not 
easy to talk to beneficiaries (i.e. when the beneficiaries are children dying from 
malnutrition) (H-1). It is not easy to get the voice of every person involved in the 
project. “Sometimes the beneficiaries are not available, cannot read, are illiterate, do 
not have access to the project documentation, so there is not possible to talk to them, 
even if we want to” (H-1). The government’s view is not the same of the people’s view. 
There are contrasting perspectives between the government and the beneficiaries. There 
is a key challenge in trying to get the picture of the real need of beneficiaries by giving 
those spaces for participation. But this is often not possible (H-1).  

5.1.3. Challenges in IDP 
When discussing the challenges in IDP, the most common answer was that it depends 
primarily in the project nature (A-1; B-1; C-1; E-1, F-1). In general, IDP challenges are 
of financial, human resources and performance nature (D-1). There is also a shared 
concern that too long project design phases lead to outdated solutions (E-1). When they 
finally want to implement, the proposed solutions no longer fit project beneficiaries’ 
needs (C-1; G-1; H-1). 
 
Training for IDP practitioners in project management methods and tools is also required 
with urgency (C-1; C-2; F-1). Although IDP managers have premium technical 
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education that allows them to understand technical characteristics of the project, this is 
not enough in contemporary IDP reality (C-3; E-1). IDP managers need also to 
understand beneficiaries and stakeholders, they need to comprehend socio-political 
dynamics and have the capabilities to use the context to they favour (B-1; C-3; D-1; G-
1). Project management skills extremely conciliatory or extremely dominating are both 
counterproductive “we need project champions” (C-3; D-1). Personality and skills are 
determinant for a successful project manager (C-1; D-1; E-1; F-1). Project management 
is about taking risks (A-1). But IDP management often do not want to take risks. This is 
one of the main reasons why things are not going well with IDP (H-1). Currently there 
is a demand for IDP manager with soft skills including communication and leadership 
skills, rather than highly specialized technical skills (G-1). IDP manager must be a 
facilitator for development, not only a person going to do a checklist of activities done 
(E-1; F-1; G-1). There is a need for better-trained professionals in IDP that understand 
the dynamics between science and policy (C-3).  
 
A critical factor for the IDP success is the lack of methods different from the Logic 
Framework. IDP needs methods to assess if it is possible to fulfil what they are intended 
to do (C-2). Also not doing baselines at the beginning of the projects prevents the 
benchmarking and track of project performance (E-1). Organizations need to have a 
database of lessons learned in order to improve current and future projects (D-1; E-1). 
This challenge is related to the sustainability of results (B-1; C-2). There is a need to 
support all interventions with a business plans. It is needed to start using business 
models as a foundation for policy making (C-3). 
 
There should be a sustained dialogue among institutions, stakeholders and beneficiaries. 
“Dialogue is healthy” (A-1; B-1; C-1; C-2; D-1). Project managers need to develop a 
management style that promotes dialogue among stakeholders and bring them together 
to cooperate towards better results (B-1; C-3; E-1). No cooperation between 
stakeholders has led to a rivalry between IDP agencies. (C-3). There is a tendency to 
believe that governmental policies are inefficient. But governmental policies composed 
the framework within which IDP are designed and implemented. Hence, science and 
policy must have a symbiotic relationship (B-1; C-3). Governments should also disclose 
what other organizations are tackling the same problems targeted by the project, so the 
projects do not duplicate work and develop an integrated solution instead (B-1; C-1; C-
2). Governments, countries and communities need to develop a sense of belonging 
towards IDP (C-2).  
 
A surprising challenge emerged during this question is that there is a weak governance 
in IDP (D-1). Stakeholders are very difficult to manage because they believe themselves 
the project managers and they defy the actual project manager selected by the 
implementing organization (D-1). The process of making decisions within the project is 
a constant struggle to satisfy each stakeholder. “The meeting room feels like a 
battlefield” (D-1).  
 
Finally, it is important to develop training opportunities and business models/plans 
besides the project implementation, so the results can be sustained over time (F-1). 
Every project should end with a strategic plan of action of recommended initiatives for 
the future, in order to give sustainability to the results. 
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5.1.4. Contingency and flexibility in IDP 
When project managers do not design the project but only implement it, the steps to do 
it might be vague and blurred. In this case, project managers must approach 
beneficiaries and stakeholders to better understand what has been designed and why (C-
1; E-1). Updates are in place to relocate and accommodate efforts to reach the desired 
project impact (C-2; F-1). In conversation with government and stakeholders, project 
managers can reach a desired level of flexibility when required (A-1; B-1; C-2). Close 
dialogue must be in place in order to protect the project’s results and adapt it to the 
current needs (A-1; B-1; C-1; C-2).  
 
IDP are very complex endeavours. Since many things can change along the road, they 
need to be flexible enough to tackle wicked situations (A-1; H-1; E-1; F-1). However, 
there is an excessive control over funds, which promotes project rigidity (G-1). The 
excessive control over the project budget and activities might be considered a bad 
practice, because any change would be harder to do (G-1). Because of the pressure to 
report back, IDP tend to have a solid structure (A-1). IDP managers tend to believe the 
plan has all the answer to any situation, and they stick to it. However development is 
about solving complex issues, hence we need to be open to the environment (A-1; H-1). 
IDP practitioners need to understand that there is a difference between project 
management success (time, budget, quality) and project impact success (beneficiaries 
are happy at the end). The only way to achieve development is having a project impact 
success (B-1; H-1; F-1).  
 
There is a need to change the attitude of people working in IDP (H-1; E-1; F-1). 
Therefore, increasing flexibility in IDP is already under the lens of big multilateral 
organizations that recognize the criticality of embracing change to achieve development 
results (A-1; B-1; G-1). The big challenge and opportunity is how to implement it (C-2). 
There are many books about this, but there is not a methodology that in practice could 
allow those IDP organizations to cascade down the intended for more flexibility and 
more focus on impact results (C-2; G-1). Flexibility must be generalized through the 
organizational culture (G-1; E-1).   
 
Introducing contingency and flexibility is mainly promoted or constrained by 
organizational structures (A-1; B-1; G-1). Currently, organizations allow some kind of 
flexibility (A-1; B-1; C-2). Amendments to project design are very difficult, but it is 
possible (C-3). It relies on the assessment of the situation by the project manager to 
define if the amendment is worth it or not (C-1; C-3; D-1). ID organizations avoid 
changing the logical framework as much as possible because there are formal 
agreements and contracts that need to be complied with, and that does not allow 
modifications (C-3; D-1; E-1). There are many control organizations that could 
represent a major problem if the project objectives are modified (D-1; E-1). However, it 
is possible to modify some activities when the objectives are evidently impossible to 
achieve (A-1; D-1), the needs change or an update version of the project is required (C-
3). The changes proposed can target the “how” but no the “what” of the Logical 
Framework (C-3).  The skills, personality and experience of the project manager play a 
key role in introducing and managing change (C-1, D-1; G-1; E-1). Experienced and 
respected project manager will be more successful in gaining support for changes (G-1).  
 
Flexibility is also avoided due to the huge amount of funds involved (A-1; B-1; E-1). 
Funding organizations required stable projects so they can have a reliable track of the 
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money invested in the development initiative (B-1; D-1). Donor organizations make 
payments according to the delivered results (C-3; E-1). For this reason, there is an urge 
inside organizations to run the project activities, even if they are no longer relevant for 
the project (E-1). The faster the activities are performed, the faster the organization will 
have income in the cash flow. In this dynamic, changes are considered threats that can 
delay the cash flow (G-1). 
 
In terms of opportunities, they reallocate resources in order to take advantage of those 
opportunities (C-2; D-1; E-1; F-1). Project managers should be opportunistic in order to 
also take advantage of the environment (F-1). This is only possible by integrating a 
certain amount of flexibility (H-1). Flexibility is good to get acceptable results. 
However, it could be negative when objectives are removed due to flexibility allowed in 
an arbitrary manner (C-2). Excessive flexibility can encourage teams to aim for the easy 
side and not accepting big challenges (D-1). 
 
Two interviewees were very reluctant to allow flexibility in IDP. They feel there are not 
enough positive things on being flexible. They believe in protecting the structure of the 
project until the end. If there is a need for change, it needs to be justified. Otherwise, the 
nature of human beings is to start changing on convenience. Agreements must be kept 
and protected; any change could lead to problems and controversies among 
stakeholders. The relationship between stakeholders is complex enough, so no more 
controversy and complexity elements are needed.  

5.1.5. Participatory development in IDP 
There are rivers of ink about participatory development in IDP, but the truth is that it is 
never employed (D-1; G-1). Participation is perceived as a threat for fulfilling 
objectives on time. IDP managers see participation as an excuse for all kind of persons 
trying to have something to say about the project, and placing obstacles to run activities 
(G-1). For instance, there are tensions inside the governments, and especially between 
ministries (C-1; D-1). Part of the role of the project manager is to ease the dialogue 
between institutions and stakeholders, because they cannot do it by themselves (C-1).  
 
However, the misconception of participation comes from the practice of trying to 
involve participants only in the implementation phase (H-1). Sometimes, during the 
formulation phase there are initiatives to involve stakeholders (B-1; C-2; C-3; E-1). 
More often, IDP are designed with only critical actors, and then the final formulation is 
shared with the other stakeholders (C-1). After the formulation of the project there is an 
inception phase that looks towards the participation of relevant stakeholders. 
Organizations develop workshops to remind the project’s objectives, report how the 
project will be implemented, and sensitize main stakeholder towards it (B-1; C-2). 
When products of the project are done, there are also meetings to report these results 
and invite the stakeholders to provide a feedback towards those results (C-2; C-3; E-1; 
F-1). During the design phase the expected results of the project are envisioned and the 
goals are planned accordingly (B-1). Bringing the participation in other phase will be 
too late (H-1). If the participation starts from the design phase, including opinions, 
solutions and commitments from the impacted stakeholders, during implementation it 
will be easy to continue with those concepts and sustain their support (G-1; E-1; F-1). In 
the implementation phase management team make sure IDP keep aligned with the 
beneficiaries and commitments defined during the design phase (H-1). Participatory 
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development is not a matrix or methodology, it is a philosophy that must be active from 
the beginning to the end (G-1).  
 
However, there are not methods or strategies to map the wishes, needs or desires of 
people and predict their behaviour. There is nothing that can be done in paper that could 
be sustainable, if there is not an emotional incentive for the people that is benefiting 
from those initiatives (C-3; E-1; F-1). By nature, participatory development requires a 
wide and transparent communication strategy throughout the project (A-1; B-1; G-1). 
As so, reporting should not be done only to donors, but also to all stakeholders 
including beneficiary communities (G-1; E-1; F-1). 
 
Accountability of the project is critical to achieve a positive participatory development. 
It also gives the stakeholders a sense of belonging and ownership to the project (G-1). 
Stakeholders and IDP teams need to be trained and sensitize about the parts of the 
project they are accountable for (A-1). They also will need to learn that those 
commitments might shift or change depending on what is needed to achieve the overall 
project results (A-1; G-1). Even tough ID organizations have made a lot of efforts to 
involve stakeholders and set traceable goals, it is very difficult to make stakeholders 
(government and private companies) to adhere to those commitments (D-1). There must 
be a reporting system that is understood for all the stakeholders in order to ensure 
transparency, accountability and control (A-1; B-1; H-1). 
 
In terms of power relations, the more stakeholders are involved, the more complex the 
power relationships and negotiation process will be (C-3). The stakeholder matrix is a 
good tool to identify roles and responsibilities within the project (G-1). Between donors 
and government, they have agreements to execute the projects (A-1; B-1; C-2). The 
design is not share with the beneficiaries or other actors. The beneficiaries only get 
introduce to the project when it is already approved (E-1). IDP intend to benefit 
communities, but they are not represented or called to participate in the decision making 
process. (C-1; D-1; H-1). This is a unique situation, because the customer/end user in 
IDP does not have any power at all (H-1). In general terms, it is a very difficult and 
complex relationship. Sometimes, the funding organizations believe that they are the 
only ones entitled to make decisions in the project (D-1). Even though the stakeholders’ 
impact and roles are identified in the project, sometimes they overextend their 
functions. They often lack the knowledge to assess the technical feasibility of the 
decisions they are trying to make (D-1).  
 
The complexity of participatory development relies in the spaces available to sit 
stakeholders together to make decisions (H-1). Also, since the project objectives are 
handle to the implementation team, there is not space for changing or discussing 
anything about it. Logical frameworks are transformed into checklist. There is not a 
deep process of designing the participation (D-1). Despite this, participation is the right 
thing to do in IDP (E-1). Some initiatives to improve participation are in place like 
online channels (C-2). The challenge is the available mechanisms to achieve 
participation and that beneficiaries could have access to it (E-1; F-1). There is not a 
mechanism for public participation in development. There is not a widely accepted 
framework in IDP field that countries have adopted (C-3).  
 
To have results in IDP field, the process needs to start improving from the design phase. 
Once the improvement is done in project design, organizations need to stay open to 
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opportunities during the implementation phase. Expectations and needs must be 
weighted during the design phase by giving a voice to beneficiaries, not in the office but 
in the field. It is only at the design phase that project objectives are chosen and align it 
to the strategy. So if beneficiaries are not participating in the design phase, there is no 
way that impact can be produce. Design should continue during implementation phase 
so there can be advantages from new opportunities and adapting to the environment (H-
1).  

5.2. THEMATIC NETWORK ANALYSIS 
The qualitative findings presented above were analysed through a thematic network 
analysis. Based on the empirical findings, four global themes were identified: IDP 
design, IDP implementation, Contingency and Flexibility, and Participatory 
Development. The overview of the thematic networks can be found in appendix 2.   

5.2.1. Global theme: IDP Design 
The global theme “IDP design” approach how the design process of IDP is carried out 
from the moment when needs are identified, what is the role of stakeholders in the 
design, what methodologies are used, and what are the main challenges. There was an 
evident concern among interviewees about the limited participation of relevant 
stakeholders in this process. According to McMichael (2008, p.20) the basic objective 
of development initiatives is to enlarge the range of people’s choices to make 
development more democratic and participative. However, practitioners from different 
levels and organizations agreed that this is not happening. Political causes impact the 
process of design. Needs are identified following the governments or donor 
organization priorities agenda. Only organizations committing resources are called to 
participate (donor organization, government representatives and implementing 
organization). Local partners and NGOs do not participate in design, and their strategic 
role for the implementation of the project is not assessed. More importantly, beneficiary 
communities do not have enough voice or representation in the process. Kyamusugulwa 
(2013, p.1267) discussed that the more participative the decision making process in IDP 
is, the more the community is the true driver in the project. This accurately points out 
the relevance of the participation in the design-making process at different levels in 
society, in order to build a sense of belonging towards the project. Without the fair 
participation of all relevant stakeholders in the design process, there is not guarantee 
that the project will have an impact success at the end. Moreover, there are very few 
chances that the results will be sustained over time and the resources invested will 
worth it.  
 
Another topic stressed enough by respondents is the kind of methodologies available to 
support the design phase. The tool used for project design is by far Logical Framework 
Matrix. The LogFrame Matrix was described as a concise document outlining key 
features that conform the road map to achieve the project’s goals, which is highly used 
in IDP (Golini et al., 2015, p.651). It is normal designed using Microsoft Excel. The 
LogFrame is requires by most international organizations funding development projects 
(Akroyd, 1999, p.60). The design of LogFrame in IDP is framed within a Waterfall 
methodology. Respondents manifested there are many sequential steps and different 
consultants working along the Waterfall cycle. The issues pointed out about the design 
process by respondents (i.e. unstable political contexts, vague handovers, inadequate 
timing to complete design, low participation of relevant stakeholders) do not match the 
kind of projects for which this methodology was originally intended. Waterfall 
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methodology is indeed the best way to go when there is a need for high assurance, the 
project takes place in a stable context, and the requirements are known early (Boehm, 
2002, p.68; Cobb, 2011, p.6). In the case of IDP, rapid value must be generated to 
sustain the engagement of stakeholders and beneficiaries, while the project is designed 
and implemented in a rapidly changing environment with emergent requirements. 
 
Looking at the design phase challenges identified by respondents, we can draw a 
relationship between them, the participation mechanisms and the methodologies 
previously explained. In first place, the methodology followed to design IDP is not the 
accurate for incentivize participation from many stakeholders (Burns & Stalker, 1961, 
p. 11). In an environment like IDP, a Waterfall methodology could be cumbersome and 
slow down processes Cobb, 2011, p.6. As discussed in previous chapters, the dynamic 
nature of the ID fields require more agile methodologies with a good amount planning 
and control, but also intuitive enough to create and capture value from design (Ika & 
Hodgson, 2014 p.1183; Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.54; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278; 
Koskela & Howell, 2002). Therefore we argue that current methodologies are directly 
responsible of inadequate time gaps between design and implementation phase, as well 
as the bad handover practices (Golini et al., 2015, p.651). In second place, the low 
participation of relevant stakeholders is directly responsible of challenges like irrelevant 
designs results, no smooth transition from the design to the implementation phase, 
disconnection of the project manager from the realities and assumptions that lead to the 
final design, lack of transparency, perception of antagonism among stakeholders 
(Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p. 1267; Hayward et al., 2004, p. 100). Thus, a reviewed way to 
involve the participants as much as possible is needed to solve these challenges. 

5.2.2. Global theme: IDP Implementation 
Moving towards the global theme “IDP Implementation” it can be seen a consistency in 
topics and challenges with those inherited from the design phase. First, stakeholders’ 
participation in IDP implementation is still low. Since there is not previous dialogue 
among them, their relations are influenced by political factors and egos. Project 
manager is responsible of bridging the gap between design and implementation phase to 
update the project accordingly. This requires a double planning of the project and 
represents extra time consumption. Beneficiaries are not involved in the decision-
making process. Hence, they are not empowered in implementation and impact results 
may be diluted over time. The difficulties arisen from low stakeholders interaction 
generate a vicious cycle where, as discussed in literature review, turns into “consultation 
fatigue” (Hayward et al., 2004, p. 102). 
 
In terms of methodologies, respondents highlighted both good and bad practices. 
Activity-Based Project Management (ABPM) is they methodology for IDP 
implementation, although there are initiatives to re-orient IDP methodology towards 
Results-Based Project Management (RBPM). ABPM leads to employ tools that are 
highly focused on monitoring and control of the project (i.e. Cash Flow Burned Rate). 
Although project supervision strongly influences project management success, it may 
not significantly contribute to project impact success (Ika, 2015, 1120).  In addition, 
there are not standard methods or tools for IDP implementation. Tools are mostly ad 
hoc templates provided by funding organizations. It has been noticed that project 
management teams rely in Excel for implementation control templates and Word for 
reports creation. The limited number of specialized techniques in IDP supports the 
findings of White & Fortune (2002, p.7) but also evidence and element of contingency 
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by transferring, adapting and scaling other available tools (White & Fortune, 2002, p.7; 
Burns & Stalker, 1961, p. 11).  The topic of methodologies employed for 
implementation brought along the matter of human resource development in ID field. 
Most of the interviewees expressed that although they feel fine with the available tools, 
it would be better to integrate more specialized project management instruments. 
However they need training to do the transition. Moreover, project management teams 
require training on hard and soft skills to better face challenges in IDP.  
 
Once again, a relationship between implementation challenges, participation levels, and 
methodologies employed and human resource development is evident. In first instance, 
the sustained low participation leads to stakeholder to not adhere themselves to 
commitments made, and lose sense of belonging to the project. The dialogue turns to be 
difficult between stakeholders and beneficiaries. In second instance, methodologies 
employed divide teams into committees and locations. Interviewees expressed that this 
has led to bad practices affecting governance and internal environment. Moreover, the 
methodologies employed promote an excessive control over resources and activities, 
which obstacle the adaptation in the face of threats and opportunities (Kyamusugulwa, 
2013, p. 1267).  

5.2.3. Global theme: Complexity (contingency) and flexibility 
Around the global theme of complexity (contingency) and flexibility, there four 
organizing themes upon which the respondents elaborated from different perspectives. 
They first organizing theme is the idea that general complexity of IDP contexts requires 
flexibility along the project lifecycle. They mentioned political agendas at local, 
national, or international levels, may require changes, provoke restrictions or 
opportunities, and even threaten project completion partially or radically. Also, 
differences in the project contexts are almost always found between design and 
implementation phases. Respondents cited that context and factors evolve over time; so, 
they stated these dynamics might have modifying or nullifying effects on original 
project goals, deliverables or activities. Respondents also mentioned that in many cases 
original resource allocation becomes obsolete, then some degree of budget flexibility is 
needed to manage projects accordingly.  These reflexions coincide with the ideas and 
much of the literature in the contingency theory and project contingency sections, such 
as those in Small and Walker (2010), Geraldi (2008), Yamagata et al. (2013), Pich 
(2002), and Nogueira and Raz (2006), and Burns and Stalker (1961).   
 
The next organizing theme was the introduction of flexibility into the IDP processes. 
Practitioners emphasised that provision of contingencies and flexibility in the 
organizational culture needs to be further implemented to find balance with top-down 
prescriptive approaches. They noted that the difference between project management 
success (time, budget, quality) and project impact success is not well understood. A 
development project is successful to the extent it has a positive impact sustained over 
time, they asserted. Interviewees also acknowledged that the current reporting, and strict 
monitoring and control organizational approaches, pose obstacles to that. They say it is 
necessary to introducing project manager skills and experience would play a key role in 
introducing flexibility, and allow training and dialogue to support the organizational 
change management process to understand how, when and on what to implement 
flexibility.  Such dynamics are consistent with the concepts of Geraldi (2008), Small 
and Walker (2010), Atkinson (1999), Ika & Hodgson (2014), Mintzberg (1975) and a 
great deal of the literature articulating contingency theory in projects. 
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Therefore, the third organizing theme resulting from complexity and flexibility is the 
Human Resources aspect of the Development sector. Participants noted the need for 
training in project management practices, concepts, tools, project management strategies 
and methodologies, soft skills, risk assessment, flexibility and change management 
across team managers and staff. There is the need for training on business models/plans 
so the project results can be sustained over time. These insights reflect upon the 
narrative in about organizational learning of Packendorff (1995), the need for 
methodologies, conceptualization, and results in Ika and Hodgson (2014), the notion of 
stakeholders’ satisfaction and value in Atkinson (1999). 

5.2.4. Global theme: Participatory Development 
The last organizing theme in this section of the interview was about the challenges to 
increase flexibility in IDP. The interviewed practitioners highlighted that excessive 
control over funds promotes project rigidity. Excessive control over activities and report 
tend to create solid structures. They all coincide that there is no standard methodology 
adapted to IDP that would enhance flexibility; that there needs to be a shift from 
Activity-Based Project Management to Results-Based Project Management, and that 
formal agreements and contracts prevent amendments to the Logical Framework. If 
flexibility is introduced, there is a fear that changes may be done to the Logical 
Framework in an arbitrary or non-transparent manner. They also marked on perception 
of corruption as a result of loose control systems. These thoughts are concurrent with 
the conceptualizations about risk and flexibility found in project contingency theory, 
and the overwhelming challenges of participatory development, Brett (2003) for 
instance.   
 
Further on, the fourth and last global theme from the interviews is participatory 
development, and the first organizing them within that section were the moments of use 
of participatory development, meaning when it is implemented. According to the 
participants interviewed, participatory development is done during the inception phase, 
through workshops to present objectives, activities and sensitize main stakeholders. 
Report meetings with critical stakeholders, funding organizations, government, are 
periodically done depending on the nature of the project schedule and the issues 
encountered.  Much of these ideas are found in the insights about PD articulated by 
Ward (2010), Namwata et al. (2015), and Kyamusugulwa (2013).  
 
The second organizing theme was stakeholder’s role in PD, and basically the “who” and 
“how” this is carried out. Respondents observed that the project manager usually eases 
the dialogue between stakeholders, and that only critical stakeholders (defined as 
donors, parent organization, and governments) intervene in the participatory 
development. The respondents elaborated on how donors, governments and 
implementers have agreements that regulate their relationships and beneficiaries only 
get introduced to the project when it is already approved. Stakeholders lack 
commitment during the implementation phase, or sometimes stakeholders overextend 
their functions and influence, were also noted by the respondents. These observations 
are considered in the literature of participatory development found in Namwata et al. 
(2015) Kyamusugulwa (2013), Hayward et al. (2004). 
 
The third and last organising theme comes from the challenges in Participatory 
Development. The respondents stated the following concerns. Participation is perceived 
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as a threat that allows opposing actors to take on the project decision-making process. It 
is only conducted during the implementation phase, almost never during the design 
phase, which in a logical sense should start from the latter instead.  Additionally, there 
are not generalized methods or strategies to achieve participation in IDP. The 
interviewees also elaborated upon the idea that participation requires an open and 
transparent communication strategy and real accountability must be better distributed. 
These problematic are widely discussed in the participatory development literature, for 
instance Peels and Develtere (2008), Ward (2010), Kyamusugulwa (2013), and Brett 
(2003). 
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6. DISCUSSION 
This section aims to contribute with knowledge to the research question: how could 
flexibility be enhanced in international development projects? For that matter, it is 
relevant to recall that the concept of flexibility in projects and project management 
literature is discussed as the response to dealing with uncertainty, ambiguity, and 
managing risk from threats and opportunities, project context, turbulence, and 
unpredictability (Caron, 2013; Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Pich et al., 2002; Atkinson et al., 
2006, Osipova & Eriksson, 2013).  The constructs in this section will provide new 
information to bridge the knowledge gap. It connects contingency theory of 
organizations and projects, with project flexibility and participatory development; and 
elaborates on how our findings contribute to the pre-existing knowledge of those 
precepts. Furthermore, these concepts will distinguish how flexibility could be 
enhanced during the design and implementation phases, adding how Agile and Design 
Thinking methods may help IDP. That logic is reflected in the revised theoretical 
framework in Figure 10.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10 Reviewed Theoretical Framework 

6.1. PROJECT FLEXIBILITY AND THE DESIGN PHASE 
Initially, our theoretical discussion builds upon the idea that there is no one best way to 
implement IDP, because success depends on the context and flexibility is required to 
properly dealing with turbulent environments. This statement is theoretically articulated 
twofold, and the first construct about “non-universality” is underpinned from the 
organizational to the project level as follows. Burns and Stalker (1961, p.125) clarified 
that administrative wisdom begins by realizing that there is not a specific optimal type 
of management system. The same applies to conventional projects (Geraldi, 2008; 
Payne & Turner, 1999; Shenhar, 2001; Howell et al., 2010; Hanisch & Wald, 2012; 
Osipova & Eriksson, 2013). Applied to international development and IDP, as argued 
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by Yamanganta et al. (2013), there is no one best theory of policy adoption, as the value 
of each (policy) is contingent on the context. However, Fritzen (2007) found that donor 
agencies are often highly considerate of country environment and context, but the sector 
of development and administration is yet to offer organized tools for connecting the 
governance context and assistance strategy (Fritzen, 2007, p. 23). Likewise, respondents 
pointed out that regularly, IDP are prescribed through waterfall approach, from global 
development strategies and government plans, usually constrained by availability and 
assignment of resources, without carefully considering the political and social context.  
In addition to that, increasing complexity and uncertainty in IDP are often encountered 
by rigid project management practices that hamper adaptation to contemporary 
challenges (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.54; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278). Moreover, 
Muriithi and Crawford (2003, p. 318), argued that not a single PM approach or tool is 
universal to IDP, as cultural contexts are always different (Muriithi & Crawford 2003, 
Geraldi, 2008). These theoretical arguments were also confirmed by the respondents, 
explaining how each IDP was different even if the same goals were intended, but 
prescriptive top-down approaches where the common practice to project design in IDP.  
 
Therefore, the second construct explains how assessing the context and the nature of the 
project properly (information) since the design phase should produce flexible 
approaches to realizing the best way to achieve positive project impact and project 
success in IDP. Galbraith (1973) introduced the perspective of organizations as 
information systems, where the greater the uncertainty, the greater the quantities of 
information to be processed to obtain efficiency (Galbraith, 1973, p.4; Tushman & 
Nadler, 1978, p.618; Pennings, 1975, p.395). He argued that uncertainty is defined by 
the difference between existing information in the organization, and the additional 
information needed to perform a task effectively (Galbraith, 1973, p.5).  But along the 
lifecycle of a project, radical changes may arise from countless changes in 
environmental or contextual factors (Ika et al., 2014; Caron, 2013; Nogueira & Raz, 
2006). Practitioners in this research project cited that IDP constantly change from 
social, environmental, political, economic, and cultural phenomena, and that was the 
environment in which these projects are design and further implemented. They cited 
that the planning today might radically change at the time of implementation of the IDP 
in few months. Furthermore, uncertainty from political and social aspects makes IDP 
extreme cases of complexity and turbulence (Ika & Hodgson, 2014; Small & Walker, 
2010).  Thus; the project should find a trade-off between project stability: a high level 
of project robustness, and a high level of project flexibility, so project plans can be 
reconfigured without altering scope and goals (Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Caron, 2013, 
p.2). A collaborative project environment would create favourable conditions for Joint 
Risk Management plans (Osipova & Eriksson, 2013).  Additionally, adaptability to the 
field’s reality is the number one project management skill relevant to IDP (Briere et al., 
2105, p. 120). Here, organizations would promote the role of project management and 
the ability to facilitate interpretation of objectives, cultural nuances, and integrate 
meaningful interconnections for successful project implementation (Small and Walker, 
2010, p. 155). These theories largely apply with arguments made by participants about 
the need for organizational provision of spaces for adequate leadership. This is assumed 
to be achieved when a more accurate interpretation of the reality of beneficiaries is 
established through participation during the implementation of IDP (Yamanganta et al., 
2013; Namwata et al., 2015; Ward, 2010). However, our findings start to contribute to 
bridge the knowledge gap as most respondents argued that IDP would be better 
designed and implemented if participation is applied since the design phase, which is 



 

74 

never done in practice. Thus, participatory development theory is expanded by 
integrating the input of beneficiaries and local authorities into the design phase to 
establish realistic goals, results, challenges, and opportunities. The resulting flexibility 
and robustness would manage uncertainty or risk to achieve organizational objectives, 
project goals, and project impact. Many of the problems that arise during the 
implementation phase in IDP would not even exist if the reality in the field were 
properly considered since the design phase, respondents further elaborated.      

6.2 PROJECT FLEXIBILITY AND THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE 
However, as it is also explained in the literature, participatory development efforts are 
frequently challenged by the structural gaps in technical competences and education, 
accountability, disparity in power relationships, the ambiguity of the concepts of 
participation and development, bureaucracy, corruption, and project governance 
problems due to excess negotiations, all which have proven the participation argument 
is often overwhelmed by these complexities (Peels & Develtere, 2008; Brett, 2003; 
Ward, 2010; Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004; Ika & Hodgson, 2014). 
Scholars argue that participatory development is more of a rhetorical tool rather than a 
reality (Ika & Hodgson, 2014; Ward, 2010; Brett, 2002). New implications to these 
theories were found when participants stated that local government agencies and NGOs 
were called during the design phase only so they could inform donors and development 
agencies about their experience and competencies to implement certain type of IDP, 
rather than taking a contextual contribution towards the project design. However, 
participants also stressed that complications to participation would commonly arise 
especially from lack of consensus about project governance roles and power issues, 
information and education differences with beneficiaries, and excessive negotiations 
among agencies, which were also cited in the literature (Brett, 2003; Ward, 2010; 
Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004; Ika & Hodgson, 2014; Peels & Develtere, 
2008). Further contributions to bridge the knowledge gap were found when the 
mainstream of participants pointed out that there were not adequate project management 
tools that can efficiently deal with these obstacles to implement participation. The lack 
of project management training and tools represents absence of a conceptual structure to 
implement participation during project design, and therefore, produce learning and 
flexible project approaches.    

Furthermore, during the implementation phase of IDP, flexibility often poses the same 
challenges and concerns expressed by both literature and practitioners. Failure rates in 
IDP are attributed to static out-to-date conceptual base of project management models 
and methodologies used in IDP (Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278). Traditional 
approaches to project management shift the focus of the project team away from on 
actual project goals towards bureaucratic and cumbersome processes and activities 
(Matta & Ashkenas, 2003, p.109). Likewise, interviewees often reflected on these 
theories mentioning that project teams are given a set of activities to carry out based on 
the Logical Framework; and implementation is directed through activity-based 
management with rigid monitoring and control tools. These insights further contribute 
to bridge the knowledge gap.   Furthermore, interviewees and IDP literature converge in 
the idea that appropriate project management methodologies, tools, and strategies, are 
urgently needed, particularly those arguments noted by Muriithi and Crawford (2003, p. 
318), arguing that not a single PM approach or tool is universal to IDP, as cultural 
contexts are always different.  
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Likewise, uncertainty is defined by the difference between existing information in the 
organization, and the additional information needed to perform a task effectively 
(Galbraith, 1973). Collaboration to clarify concepts, values, professional and cultural 
nuances, is needed to successfully implement projects (Axelsson & Axelsson, 2006; 
Small & walker, 2010). Thus, combining theories about the need for information to task 
uncertainty (Galbraith, 1973, Geraldi, 2008), with the need for collaboration to solve 
complexity (Axelsson & Axelsson, 2006; Small & walker, 2010), and the lack of 
appropriate project management conceptual tools in IDP (Svejvig & Andersen, 2014), 
find new theoretical implications for IDP flexibility as follows. Participants 
unanimously agreed that projects are interpreted differently as the design and 
implementation phases are handled by different teams along lifecycles (collaboration to 
information and task uncertainty), approval times are long, and handover from one 
phase to the next encounters insufficient or inadequate communication (collaboration to 
information for PM Methods and tools). It is like throwing a book of notes and 
instructions above a wall 100 meters high, and only wishing good luck to the 
implementation team, and similar analogies were made during interviews. The general 
expression among participants was that these problems are caused by lack of proper 
project management tools and methods that can guarantee proper integration of 
information during the design phase, and thereof proper transferability into the 
implementation phase so that change and context can be managed.  

Additionally, participants confirmed during the interviews that political and social 
complexities are often the greatest uncertainty or turbulence sources in IDP 
implementation (Small & Walker, 2010; Ika & Hodgson, 2014). Likewise, in dynamic 
environments in which resources, requirements, and other conditions might shift 
quickly, the degree of authority and autonomy given to the project manager and team 
members, has a remarkable impact on the potential of the project team to meet 
stakeholders’ expectations (Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Small & Walker, 2010). Here, 
participants also noted the crucial need for the project champion type of leadership; 
with the ability and authority to integrate stakeholders while maintain governance under 
political turbulence; when adequate degrees of autonomy and authority are provided 
from the organizational structure. As further explained by participants, this is important 
because IDP usually are implemented in partnerships between different levels of 
international, national and local agencies, in which overlapping or shared oversight 
represents more challenges to find balance between the technical and the political views 
of different stakeholders. This further confirms theoretical claims of integration through 
collaboration in complex projects (Haniff, & Fernie, 2008; Carroll & Burton, 2012; 
Small & Walker, 2010; Nogueira & Raz, 2006), which are efficient ways to deal with 
power issues (Brett, 2002; Ika & Hodgson, 2014), and with social, political, and 
technical complexity (Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Small & Walker, 2010; Ika & Hodgson, 
2014).  

Practitioners added that when teams where given authority and space to implement 
dialogue, far better results from activities was seen in IDP because of a number of 
reasons. They would better assess tasks and context to allocate resources efficiently 
(Chandler, 1962), adjust strategies by integrating new information (Mintzberg, 1985), 
determine levels of centralization for certain decisions (Mintzberg, 1979), underpin 
learning and change (Pich et al. 2002; Burns & Stalker, 1961; Axelsson & Axelsson, 
2006), sort ambiguities in values and interpretations (Axelsson & Axelsson, 2006; 
Small & walker, 2010), better implement joint risk management plans (Osipova & 
Eriksson, 2013; Caron, 2013), and find balance between authority and consensus (Small 
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& walker, 2010; Brett, 2003). However, with respect to flexibility in IDP management, 
contributions to bridge the knowledge were found when participants pointed out that the 
concept of flexibility is widely misunderstood in ID field, and interchangeably used for 
conciliatory or weak project governance. Allowing flexibility is regarded as loosening 
control and project structures, which would produce lack of governance, dull 
negotiations, and stagnated decision making processes. As practitioners further 
expanded, that is partly because of the generalized lack of training in project 
management practices in IDP, so flexibility in projects and project management 
practices is not a conceptual tool. Therefore, training and learning of PM practices in 
IDP would help to efficiently deal with the challenges to adequately incorporate 
collaboration and participation, so PM flexibility is achieved without endangering 
project governance during the implementation phase. The later also contributes with 
new insights to the idea that there is the lack of appropriate project management 
conceptual tools in IDP (Svejvig & Andersen, 2014).   

Furthermore, participation during the implementation phase is difficult when 
development agencies that advocate participation and participatory tools, often place 
more relevance to the project governance, than to the demand for “‘bottom-up controls” 
(Brett, 2003, p.12; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1268). Findings in our qualitative study 
concurred that political agendas, education levels, limited technical and financial 
resources, and ambiguity in concepts, perceptions, power relationships, and 
accountability, bring challenges and costs to implement adequate participation in IDP 
(Peels & Develtere, 2008; Brett, 2003; Ward, 2010; Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et 
al., 2004; Ika & Hodgson, 2014). Participants often cited power, transparency, and 
governance issues in IDP where catalysts to these problems cited by literature. And 
again, when collaboration is allowed in IDP, the findings of this research support the 
theoretical constructs where organizational capabilities emerge from realizing and 
carefully managing the changing cognition that flows from numbers of different human 
and project environmental interconnections (Small & Walker, 2010, p. 147). Space for 
dialogue was also connected by participants to the degree of authority and autonomy 
given to the project manager and team members, which has a remarkable impact on the 
potential of the project team to meet stakeholders’ expectations (Nogueira & Raz, 2006; 
Small & Walker, 2010). 

6.3 FLEXIBILITY IN IDP THROUGH AGILE PRINCIPLES 
Although it is noted in the PM theory that IDP complexity is increased by political and 
social aspects, those challenges are also common to conventional projects (Ika & 
Hodgson, 2014; Yamagata et al., 2013). The theoretical intersection to participation as 
contingent to IDP is also present in the literature (Ika & Hodgson, 2014). The recurrent 
themes called by practitioners during the interviews confirm these realities. Likewise, 
non-software projects often confront obstacles and challenges similar to those of IT 
projects: turbulent environments, unstable requirements, indecisive clients, and slow 
capability to react against fast moving technology and competitors (Smith & Oltmann, 
2010, p.1). A set of “flexible project management” principles inspired from agile 
methodologies to enable projects to deal with shifting environments was proposed by 
Smith & Oltmann (2010, p.7). By default, these PM methods use stakeholder 
collaboration, learning, efficiency, and people first as core values (Smith & Oltmann, 
2010, p.8).  This statement also underlays the assumption that in allowing these 
practices, organizations delegate proper levels of authority and autonomy to project 
teams, which in IDP can effectively deal with uncertainty and change while using 
participation to improve project impact (Nogueira & Raz, 2006; Small & Walker, 
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2010). Thus, it is possible to build and intersection of PM theories from IT and IDP 
sharing the concepts about flexibility through collaboration to deal with uncertainty and 
find efficiency in complex projects, which further develops contingency theory of 
participation and flexibility.     

The Agile manifesto describes Agile practices as a strategy to emphasize flexibility in 
the face of relentless changes that include evolving requirements, fast feedback loops, 
cross functional teams, iterative development and incremental delivery (Beck et al., 
2001 p.6; Cobb, 2011, p.4; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.86). Practitioners and literature of 
IDP expressed concerns that participation is difficult to be implemented because 
political agendas, education levels, limited technical and financial resources, and 
ambiguity in concepts, perceptions, power relationships, and accountability, bring 
challenges and costs to implement adequate participation in IDP (Peels & Develtere, 
2008; Brett, 2003; Ward, 2010; Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004; Ika & 
Hodgson, 2014). Therefore, Agile principles of fast feedback cross-functional teams, 
and iterative development of project deliverables can help to solve these nuances 
through collaboration. Strategically speaking, an iterative process of strategy 
implementation “involving experimentation and feedback” rather emphasizes on the 
cross functionality of flexibility along different project management phases and plans 
(Morris, P. & Pinto, 2007, p. 28; Cui & Olsson, 2009, p. 449). As many practitioners 
discussed that flexibility and participatory development may dilute project controls and 
structure in IDP, the agile mechanisms provide solid frameworks to execute different 
project activities with flexibility, while communicating effectively through the project 
cycle to find balance and maintain project goals. Practical implications will be further 
discussed in the section 7 as a proposed solution to enhance flexibility through Agile in 
IDP.    

6.4 FLEXIBILITY IN IDP THROUGH DESIGN THINKING PRINCIPLES 
Design Thinking is a value-creation process (Moote, 2013, p.59) that promotes 
opportunities to experiment and take actions to solve a problem that generates 
dissatisfaction (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.330). It encourages managers to think like 
designers in an iterative and interactive process where problems are approached as a 
system, and solutions are integrated by infusing innovation (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, 
p.334; Moote, 2013, p.30; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.19). There is a direct connection 
with the recommendation to take a designer's attitude when considering the 
differentiation and integration approach toward organizations (Lawrence & Lorsch, 
1967, p.216), which was later expanded by the notion of integration through 
collaboration to find efficiency in complex projects (Haniff, & Fernie, 2008; Carroll & 
Burton, 2012; Small & Walker, 2010; Nogueira & Raz, 2006). Here, new theoretical 
constructs are built upon contingency theory when early contingency ideas and 
contemporary Design Thinking advocate for a designers’ attitude towards problem 
solving and integration in organizations.   
 
The success of Design Thinking relies on a thorough understanding, through direct 
observation, of what is wanted, needed, and liked by involved stakeholders (Brown, 
2008, p.86; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.20; Benson & Dresdow, 2014, p.442). The on-
going process of modification in the Design Thinking process aims to remove 
discrepancies; and build a bridge between the problem and specifications by providing a 
design solution based on an ever-evolving solution concept (Razzouk & Shute, 2012, 
p.335). These practices use collaborative environments and participation of stakeholders 
by default. Therefore, further theoretical constructs are provided towards the idea of 
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flexibility through participation in IDP to deal with uncertainty and complexity, and 
find balance (Haniff, & Fernie, 2008; Carroll & Burton, 2012; Small & Walker, 2010; 
Nogueira & Raz, 2006). The mechanism to observe/modify to allow problem solving, 
may aid to find a conceptual solution to the power complexities of participation (Brett, 
2003; Ward, 2010; Ika & Hodgson, 2014), because models must be created to examine 
complex problems, while the use of prototypes ease the exploration of potential 
solutions (Kolko, 2015, p.69; Dörner, 1999, p.408). In the assimilation process, people 
make sense of the proposed solution and feedback from experiments (Seidel & Fixson, 
2013, p.21), and analyse the system as a whole, instead of the functions of its single 
components (Dörner, 1999, p.412). These principles provide valuable practices to help 
implementing participation during the design phase of IDP, so handover to the 
implementation encounter sufficient and adequate communication in the project design. 
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7. ENHANCING FLEXIBILITY IN IDP:  THE SUITED (SUCCESSFUL 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT) FRAMEWORK 
 
Based on the literature review, the data provided by the qualitative empirical findings, 
and the organizational discussion, we introduce a possible solution to tackle the IDP 
challenges discussed previously. The SUITED (Successful International Development) 
Framework is a conceptual framework for the management of IDP inspired by Design 
Thinking and Agile Methodology, integrating contingency and participatory 
development theory. The SUITED Framework constitutes the practical answer to our 
research question how could flexibility be enhanced in international development 
projects. The SUITED framework is illustrated in Figure 10. In following sections, we 
will explain the steps to implement the framework, an assessment of its practicalities 
and impact, and an acknowledgment of its limitations for IDP. 
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Figure 11 The SUITED framework for International Development
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7.1. UNDERSTANDING THE SUITED FRAMEWORK, STEP BY STEP 

7.1.1. Design phase – Value Creation Component 
 
Step 1 Understand: The SUITED framework starts by understanding who really are the 
beneficiary communities and stakeholders of the development initiative. The team build 
”development stories” by finding out what they think, how they feel, what they perceive 
and do. Development stories represent the expected functionality of the project results. 
Beneficiaries and stakeholders should be supported to reflect on the question ”I want to 
do X, to achieve Y”. Possible solutions to the problem proposed by the beneficiares and 
stakeholders may be collected. A comprehensive stakeholder mapping, and a project 
complexity assessment must be performed (e.i. Political Complexity in Ika & Hodgson, 
2014). The research process could be done through interviews, field visits, archives 
review, among other tools. This step would improved an adequate level of stakeholders 
participations, while integrating communities as key actors into the decision making 
process (Dipholo, 2002, p. 66; Brett, 2003, p. 4; Williams, 2004, p. 557; Peels & 
Develtere, 2008, P. 332; Clief & Afrane, 2013, p. 186; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p. 1267; 
Hayward et al., 2004, p. 95). However, participation should not be measured only in 
terms of number of persons involved, but rather in intention and degrees of involvement 
(Hayward et al., 2004, p.100; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1270). 

 
Step 2 Explore: Meetings with the design team and the project manager are hosted to 
plan according to the development challenges assessed previously. The first purpose is 
to draw a ”Development Vision”: what is the desirable impact of the project after it is 
completed in terms of social, economic, political humanitarian and organizational 
indicators. Development vision should not be confused with project goals. A 
development vision is an inspirational statement that should lead all involved actors in 
the project, and serve as a guide to what is meant to be achieved. Once the development 
vision is defined, the design team and project manager generate ideas to achieve the 
vision, including proposed solutions made by beneficiaries and stakeholders. By 
exploring all the emerging ideas, the team can gradually drop off those that do not 
completeley meet the vision or are not feasible. Then, they start drafting how the 
solution would be built. Step 2 represents an urgent swtich from a strictly LogFrame 
design by integrating holistic perspectives of the problem at hand (Boakye & Liu, 2015, 
p.57; Golini et al., 2015, p.651). Also, the participation of the project manager in the 
design process smooths the way to build up flexibility by promoting knowlegde of goals 
and assumptions (Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p.9; Pich et al., 2002, p.1006). According to 
the empirical findings, the exclusion of the project manager in the design process is one 
of the main difficulties to achieve flexibility during the implementation phase. 

 
Step 3 Prototype: The team develops drafts, sketches, charts, LogFram or any other 
relevant tool to represent the solution. They refine the findings and move to a more 
formal output called prototype. Activities are prioritized according to the most urgent 
development needs and technical feasibility. To do so, the team should provide a cross-
functional input (technical, financial, political, design, humanitarian) to deliver a 
working model of the initial idea. Step 3 would contribute to the delivere of more 
adequate solutions to problematics, which translates into benefits from a bottom-up 
people’s knowledge practices (Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p. 1267). In addition, by 
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prioritizing activities and processes the management team would increase the chances 
that relevant and value-adding results are delivered on time (Schwaber & Sutherland, 
2013, p.3; Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.87); and allow enough degrees of flexibility so 
change would be proactively embraced (Cho, 2008, p.188). 

 
Step 4 Evaluate: The working model is finally reviewed with the team, project 
manager, stakeholders and beneficiaries. The model is refined accordingly. The 
outcome of the design process will constitute the Project Backlog. After step 4 is 
completed, the project is ready to move to implementation phase. Step 4 would be a 
solution for two concerns. First, the need to assess that the designed solution contains 
the proper balance between bureaucratic requirements and bottom-up initiatives (Brett, 
2003, p.12), by ensuring that an acceptable level of stakeholders and beneficiaries’ 
needs are fairly met. Second, to address most interviewees’ concerns on the inadequate 
handover process of IDP. The participation of project manager during the design 
process is needed to improve understanding of assumptions and requirements during 
implementation phase (Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p.9; Pich et al., 2002, p.1006). 
Moreover, it constitutes a further step to guarantee participation of stakeholders and 
strenghten the sense of belonging from beneficiaries to the project. 

7.1.2. Implementation Phase – Value Capture Component 
 
Step 5 Project Backlog: The project backlog should not be confused with a list of 
requirements. Instead, it is a list of features and tasks maintained by the team, 
stakeholders and beneficiaries, and must be comprehensive enough to complete a 
project. The project backlog must be updated after each incremental value capture cycle 
in the implementation phase  is completed, by adding and removing items according to 
their contribution to the Development Vision. The project backlog is the outcome of the 
design process. This step contributes to maintaining project requirements adjusted to 
real development needs and changing environments (Stare, 2014, p. 297; Cubric, 2013, 
p.119). This will contribute to manage the required balance between control and 
flexibility in IDP (Osipova & Eriksson, 2013, p.398). By updating the Project Backlog, 
step 5 would help the project manager to better deal with uncertainty, ambiguity, risk 
management, project context, and unpredictability (Caron, 2013; Nogueira & Raz, 
2006; Pich et al., 2002; Atkinson et al., 2006, Osipova & Eriksson, 2013).  

 
Step 6 Development Sprint Backlog: The implementation team select the list of tasks 
within the project backlog that would be completed during the ”Development Sprint”. 
The selection is done according to the priority and feasible order defined in Step 3. The 
outcome of the sprint must be defined. The implementation team can decide upon the 
number of tasks to be completed and the size of the sprint, according to what they can 
deliver within 2 to 4 weeks of work. The team must put an effort to define the right 
amount of work that could be realistically done in this period of time (Cubric, 2013, 
p.119). When too much or too litlle work is pulled in during planning, the team needs to 
add or remove tasks to achieve a good level of efficiency. The sprint backlog should be 
maintained with a control tool that allows the project manager and team to track 
progress and performance. It needs to be updated daily.  
 
Step 7 Development Sprint: The sprint is the period of time during which the team do 
the tasks they committed to do. During the sprint, the team holds regular stand up 
meetings to discuss progress and braimstorm solutions to challenges. Given the nature 
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of IDP work, it may be too difficult to hold daily meetings as Scrum methodology 
suggests. However, since agile methodologies are enabled by good communication 
practices (Schwaber & Sutherland, 2013, p.3; Boehm, 2002, p.65), implementation 
teams should agree on advance how often these meeting will take place and keep a 
consistency about it. It is encouraged to hold stand up meetings at least once per week. 
This will alleviate communication concerns identified in the empirical data, since 
location of team members and independent decision-making processes are negatively 
impacting IDP governance and performance (Brett, 2003, p.12; Kyamusugulwa, 2013, 
p.1273). There is not allowance to change requests during the sprint, although projects’ 
beneficiaries and stakeholders may be requested to provide clarification on certain 
topicss. This restriction would benefit the robustness and structure required to deliver 
results in emerging countries (Ika, 2015, p.1120; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.77). 
 
Step 8 Incremental Delivery Result: The team delivers the sprint result defined in Step 
6 to the beneficiaries and stakeholders. The incremental delivery result can be presented 
through a meeting, report submission or any other method the project manager 
considers appropriate. Beneficiaries and stakeholders should be encouraged to provide 
feedback and evaluation of the results. Hence, this step will contribute to  stakeholders 
and beneficiaries empowerment as a mean for political integration and social change 
(Williams, 2004, p.570; Brett, 2003, p.5). Implementation teams should hold a 
retrospective meeting to evaluate own performance during the sprint cycle. Feedback 
from stakeholders, beneficiaries and team members constribute positively to project 
flexibility (Small & Walker, 2010, p.155; Morris, P. & Pinto, 2007, p. 28; Cui & 
Olsson, 2009, p. 449) and participatory development (Kyamusugulwa, 2013, p.1267; 
Hayward et al., 2004, p.100) by keeping the next incremental value capture cycle 
relevant to achieve the Development Vision. Then,  the project backlog can be updated 
according to the feedback provided. After Step 8 there is a jump back to Step 1 to 
receive the review of beneficiaries and stakeholders. Once the participatory evaluation 
is completed, implementation team return to Step 5 to start a new Development Sprint. 
It is not necessary to go through step 2, 3 and 4 during implementation phase. 
 

7.2 THE SUITED FRAMEWORK PRACTICALITIES AND IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT 

Through the SUITED framework, teams employ design thinking to ideate and provide 
possible solutions for a development situation. Then, agile methodologies would be 
integrated to build the solution. However, as has been discussed in the literature review, 
trying to build a ”fit-all” formula for IDP is to ignore the complexities of the ID field. It 
is the unawareness of those complexities the root of many ID concerns. In the following 
sub-sections we will discuss the practicalities and impact of the SUITED framework on 
increasing IDP contingency/flexibility and participation levels. 

7.2.1. Practicalities and Impact on IDP Contingency and Flexibility 
By comparing the literature review with our empirical findings, we could detect that the 
main challenge for the SUITED framework will be to increase flexibility without losing 
critical control. After having reviewed the case studies that have assessed the impact of 
agile methodologies similar to Scrum on flexibility, we argue that the SUITED 
framework will introduce iterative and participatory processes to enhance high-speed 
development and cultivate an ID approach for dealing with change (Pries-Heje & Pries-
Heje, 2011, p.27; Mishra et al., 2010, p.209). The flexible approach of techniques with 
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the components found in the SUITED framework would add value in dynamic projects’ 
settings (Marcella & Rowley, 2015, p.743). However, we acknowledge that a pure agile 
approach may not be appropriate in ID field due to the context, organizational culture 
and stakeholders involved (Burns & Stalker, 1961, p. 11). Therefore, a blend between 
agile (flexible approach) and traditional methodologies (robust approach) would help ID 
organizations to become more agile in just the right amount (Caron, 2013, p. 2). Cobb 
(2011, p.67) argues that this balance can be achieved by designing effective 
development processes that are appropriate for the business environment, while 
tailoring the overall development process to fit each project. The SUITED framework 
provides balanced degrees of freedom that allow IDP to reconfigure itself when needed 
in every new Development Sprint, while maintaining control over plan and scope 
(Caron, 2013, p. 6; Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p. 8). The proposed framework enables the 
IDP capability to make decisions until the last responsive moment (Boakye & Liu, 
2015, p.58). 
 
Above all, we aim that the SUITED framework becomes a way of thinking for better 
impact in development projects, rather than a step-by-step handbook. The SUITED 
framework is founded on steps that could be followed straight or be chosen selectively 
to deal with uncertain situations (Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.4). To do so, ID 
organizations must develop own values and principles that enable a lean, flexible, agile 
mind-set toward project management (Cobb, 2011, p.69). We believe the SUITED 
framework could ignite this transformation. The SUITED framework is not intended to 
be a replacement tool for management guidelines specifically designed for IDP, such as 
PMDPro1. On the contrary, we argue it would be a useful companion and assistant 
conceptual tool to these well-known guidelines in practice. Based on the information 
provided by academics and practitioners participating in our empirical study, we 
classified the actions needed for increased flexibility through the SUITED framework in 
three levels: Project manager level, team level, and organizational level. Each one of 
these actions can be achieved through the SUITED framework steps. 
 

7.2.1.1. Project Manager Level 
A project manager is a professional appointed by an organization to keep the 
performance of a project and achieve its goal, while leading, motivating and 
coordinating the responsible team (PMI, 2013, p.16). In IDP, project managers are 
responsible or directing the project to a good ending. Briere et al (2015, 120) conducted 
a study about desirable competencies for project managers in ID, where it was 
demonstrated that adaptability is the most important one. The SUITED framework 
requires project managers able to protect both the project and the team, while enacting 
positive and assertive stakeholders and change management decisions.  
 
Project managers in IDP shall be included on main decision-making processes, 
especially design and implementation phases (Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.3). Their 
managerial approach must focus on communication, collaboration, motivation, 
continuous learning and early feedback loops (Mhala, 2008). They must be able to tailor 
and revise a method to fit both preceding and unprecedented new situations (Boehm & 
Turner, 2003, p.3). Based on the information provided by the empirical data, the 
following key characteristics for a project manager implementing the SUITED 
framework must also be in place: 

• Knowledge and experience in project management, along with technical 
capabilities required by the tasks composing the project. 
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• Demonstrated leadership, negotiation, communication, interpersonal, coaching 
skills. 

• Ability to diagnose, enact and explain change processes required for the 
successful ending of the IDP. 

• Ability and expertise in project risk assessment and management. 
• Expertise in project management planning, control and evaluation tools and 

techniques. 
 

7.2.1.2. Team Level 
The ID team implementing the SUITED framework should be an inter-disciplinary, 
self-organizing one. Agile-like frameworks aid to better distribute work and 
accountability within a team that is geographically separated (Pries-Heje & Pries-Heje, 
2011, p.21; Smith & Oltmann, p.4). In order to build more flexible projects, it is 
required a good amount of team coordination and communication to stimulate progress 
(Smith & Oltmann, 2010, p.2). Hence, beyond the technical capabilities team members 
should be empowered with the following actions: 

• Project management training, focused on project management tools, methods 
and strategies. 

• Training and development of soft skills relevant for the ID context. This can be 
done through workshops, seminars and other initiatives. 

• Change management and risk assessment and management training. 
 

7.2.1.3. Organizational Level 
Although agile is usually introduced to an organization from bottom-up, some actions 
need to be taken top-down in order to promote an environment that is fruitful for 
increasing flexibility: 

• Enable an appropriate flexible culture. 
• Top-down support to project manager. According to Nogueira and Paz (2006, 

p.5) the degree of autonomy given to project manager and teams produces 
notable impacts on the potential of the project to meet stakeholders’ expectation.  

• Human resources development policies and initiatives. 

7.2.2. Practicalities and impact on IDP Participatory Development 
In every industry, people is the most critical factor to achieve impact and success (Smith 
& Oltmann, 2010, p.2). The SUITED framework includes participation instances for all 
stakeholders involved, in the right amount. It is known that, in practice, opportunities to 
sit together with IDP stakeholders are very scarce. In order to not overcomplicate this 
reality, the SUITED framework proposes participation meeting in strategic steps, while 
allowing consultative actions along the process. ID field is still a place for bargaining 
and trade-offs, hence top management, planners and political leadership will continue 
playing a key role in prioritizing initiatives, funds, design and implementation of IDP 
(Muriithi & Crawford, 2003, p.317). Nonetheless, the SUITED framework creates new 
opportunities to facilitate participation of lower ranks within the organization, and more 
importantly, of beneficiary communities.  

7.3 THE SUITED FRAMEWORK LIMITATIONS FOR IDP 

7.3.1. Methodological Limitations 
The SUITED framework involves processes and vocabulary that are familiar to the ID 
field, such as traditional the traditional LogFrame control tool. However, the Logical 
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Framework is now considered inflexible, complex and difficult to integrate because of 
its confusing approach to goal and purpose, as well as restricted stakeholders 
participation (Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.57). Therefore, ID organizations must start a 
migration process towards specialized project management tools. This can be done as 
the organization becomes more mature in the use of project management tools and 
techniques (Golini et al., 2015, p.652). There is evidence that organizations investing 
more in the introduction of specialized project management methods are capable of 
improving their performance (Golini et al., 2015, p.657). For a better performance of 
the SUITED framework, it is recommended to increase awareness and knowledge of the 
following tools in ID organizations, through the four stages tools adoption model 
proposed by Golini et al (2015, p.656) presented in table 8: 
 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 

• Progress reports 
• Logical Framework 

 

• Cost Accounting 
• Gantt Chart 
• Risk analysis and 

management 

• Communication 
plan 

• Organizational 
Breakdown 
Structure (OBS) 

• Milestone planning 
• Stakeholder matrix 
• Scope management 
• Contingency 

allocation 
• Responsibility 

Assignment Matrix 
(RAM) 

• Work Breakdown 
Structure (WBS) 

• Critical path method 
• Issue log 
• Earned value 

management system 
(EVMS) 

 
Table 7 Tools adoption process (Golini et al., 2015, p.656) 

7.3.2. Further Participatory Challenges 
The complexity of ID field environment could represent a challenge for the SUITED 
framework, since participatory instances can be avoided or affected by power dynamics 
and politics (Namwata et al., 2015; Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004); 
educational, cultural, and leadership barriers (Brett, 2003; Ward, 2010; Kyamusugulwa, 
2013); gender issues (Elahi et al., 2015; Mcnulty, 2015); and practical applications of 
theoretical constructs (Clief & Afrane, 2013), as discussed in the literature review. 
Therefore, the value creation component of the SUITED Framework could be 
negatively impacted and the results diminished by those contingent factors. The 
availability to mitigate the influence of participatory challenges relies in the ability of 
the project manager, team and involved stakeholders to cooperate, bargain and trade-off 
in an efficient/effective manner along the design and implementation phase. 

7.3.3. Organizational Culture 
The SUITED framework, as any agile-based methodology, is focus on human aspects. 
Therefore, its application depends mostly on the fitness with current organizational 
culture (Tolfo et al., 2011, p.423). It requires a working environment framed by 
principles and cultural values compatible with the practices proposed in the SUITED 
framework (Tolfo et al., 2011, p.423). Hence, it is important to assess if the ID 
organization aiming to increase flexibility requires a change in the organizational 
culture or a customized adaptation of the SUITED framework. 
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7.3.4. Proven effectiveness of the SUITED framework to increase flexibility in 
IDP 

Being a novelty in the ID field, the SUITED framework constitutes a conceptual answer 
to increase flexibility. The effectiveness of our proposal should be tested on field in IDP 
in order to further assess its impact or limitations, and then update the framework 
accordingly. 
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8. CONCLUSIONS 
Recent studies on IDP management and impact success have demonstrated that there is 
something erroneous in the manner current project management practices are applied in 
IDP (Ika & Hodgson, 2014 p.1183). High levels of uncertainty in IDP field are often 
faced with robust PM structures that inhibit adaptedness to change (Boakye & Liu, 
2015, p.54; Svejvig & Andersen, 2014, p.278). Our literature review has provided an 
assessment on contingency and participatory development theories along with agile and 
design thinking methodologies in order to determine what are the causes and possible 
solutions to the problem at hand. An exploratory research based on multiple embedded 
case studies was conducted to both academic and practitioners at different levels in IDP 
field. They provided insights on how IDP design and implementation phases are carried 
out, the challenges they face, and where should IDP management be re-directed in the 
future to be more proactive towards its dynamic context. This new primary data, 
supported by the assumptions draw in the literature review and secondary data, allow us 
to provide an answer to the research question how flexibility could be enhanced in IDP, 
based on an inductive approach. The answer is the SUITED framework for IDP, which 
represents an expansion to the theoretical boundaries of contingency and participatory 
development theories, as well as design thinking and agile methodologies usage, with 
practical implications for the management of IDP, thus sufficing our research purpose. 
 
Our findings suggest that development organizations do not properly consider the 
complexity of the contexts in which IDP are implemented. Traditional waterfall 
approaches still prescribe project design, implementation, and monitoring processes 
(Boakye & Liu, 2015, p.57; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.77). Adequate project 
management training and practices are yet to be implemented into organizational culture 
so project teams integrate useful project management tools into IDP administration, 
confirming the statements by Keene (2007, p.2). Participation is only informative 
during implementation phases of IDP and almost none existent during the design phase, 
hence endorsing current critics and problematization (Namwata et al., 2015; 
Kyamusugulwa, 2013; Hayward et al., 2004). Inadequate design phase and handover 
evolves into inflexible, inadequate project implementation strategies (Nogueira & Raz, 
2006, p.10). Therefore, the implementation phase of IDP is plagued with issues, which 
added to the complex political environment pose further challenges (Ika &Hodgson, 
2014, p.1185; Ahsan & Gunawan, 2010, p.68). Project Flexibility and Project 
Management Flexibility would be enhanced if participation is implemented from the 
beginning, in the design phase IDP, and maintained along the project lifecycle, so an 
assertive assessment of the reality in the field can be made (Nogueira & Raz, 2006, p.5-
10; Pich et al., 2002, p.1006; Small & Walker, 2010, p.155; Osipova & Eriksson, 2013, 
p.398). In addition to an improved participation, IDP would be benefited of incremental 
and iterative results delivery arisen from adapted design thinking and agile 
methodologies (Morris, P. & Pinto, 2007, p. 28; Cui & Olsson, 2009, p. 449; Geraldi, 
2008, p.254). Because of this, IDP benefits would be noticed earlier and critical changes 
would be made along the process without compromising project structure, time or 
budget.  
 
However, participation and flexibility are often seen as risks to practitioners, rather than 
opportunities (Brett, 2003, p.22; Hayward et al., 2004, p.102; Namwata et al., 2015, 
p.101; Ward, 2010, p.196). Different concerns for transparency, accountability, 
additional cost and lack of governance, and power dynamics, are seen as arguments 
against participation and flexibility (Peels & Develtere, 2008, p.349). Agile and Design 
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thinking principles may prove useful to effectively deal with those problems so project 
design is more adequate, and collaboration among stakeholder proves effective to deal 
with uncertainty and complexity (Silveira & Silva, 2015, p.86; Beck et al., 2001 p.6; 
Cobb, 2011; Serrador & Pinto, 2015, p.1050; Razzouk & Shute, 2012, p.334; Moote, 
2013, p.30; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, p.19; Brown, 2008, p.92; Seidel & Fixson, 2013, 
p.20; Benson & Dresdow, 2014, p.442). Organizational change is needed to allow 
learning and training to use PM tools affectively, so IDP projects can determine 
appropriate ways and levels of participation, flexibility and robustness. These constructs 
are explained in the propositions made for our innovative SUITED framework to IDP.      
 
By interconnecting the reviewed literature with our empirical findings, we discussed 
and confirmed that IDP are not unique, but rather extreme cases of project management. 
Nonetheless, intrinsic delicacy of expected results and turbulent context have supposed 
a cause for major project failures where the lack of flexibility has taken the major 
responsibility. Our theoretical findings suggest that IDP flexibility could be enhanced in 
design phase by enabling participatory development strategies and expanding the 
available project knowledge.  Likewise, IDP flexibility during the implementation phase 
is impacted by the quality and relevance of information and methodological tools 
available, stakeholders’ involvement, as well as the handover process. Therefore, an 
expansion of available theoretical knowledge on contingency and participatory 
development theory in IDP is produced, since no previous studies interconnecting those 
theories to enhanced flexibility have be found focused on the ID field. Finally, we 
introduced the SUITED framework for IDP, which may conceptually tackle the ID 
challenges assessed in this research. The proposed framework could be an assistant tool 
for dealing with complex and uncertain environments, while conserving a balanced 
project structure. Dealing with uncertainty and political turbulence by allowing 
collaborative environments and proper levels of authority to the project manager is 
beneficial. When spaces for dialogue, autonomy and discussion are provided, project 
teams perform more efficiently.  

8.1. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 
This thesis work researches how flexibility can be enhanced in international 
development projects. Contingency theory, flexibility and participatory development 
theory are reviewed and connected to qualitative empirical findings to build theoretical 
implications. Additionally, as Agile and Design Thinking methods from IT industries 
are explored because they intersect with the same concepts of flexibility and 
collaboration reviewed in project management for IDP, further theoretical implications 
contribute to filling the knowledge gap. These implications will be listed as accordance 
to section 1.2 Research Question and Purpose.   
 
1. This research project is the first multiple embedded exploratory case study directed 

towards understanding how flexibility can be enhanced in International 
Development Projects. The available literature about flexibility in project 
management has never included international development projects. Since it has 
been proven that IDP are extreme cases of project manage (Ika & Hodgson, 2014), 
a specific study of flexibility in IDP expands the available knowledge on this 
theory. Hence, the IDP field in general benefits from this research project, but 
researchers of conventional projects can also reflect upon these theoretical findings 
to get ideas for their own practices. Furthermore, IDP practitioners with different 
technical expertise in diverse international development agencies and NGOs around 
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the world, contributed as interviewees. This theoretical contribution is directly 
connected to our research question.    

 
2. Contingent project management approaches in international development projects 

acknowledges participation as contingent to political and social complexity (Ika & 
Hodgson, 2014). Our empirical findings further build on this theory with qualitative 
evidence that participation would be effective to produce flexibility if it is 
implemented along all project phases, which is a new realm of contingency theory 
in IDP. Therefore, it is concluded that flexibility in IDP is dependent on the quality 
and level of participation involved during the design phase. If planners integrate the 
input of beneficiaries and local authorities since the design beginning to establish 
realistic goals, results, challenges, and opportunities; the resulting flexibility and 
robustness could manage uncertainty or risk to achieve organizational objectives, 
project goals, and project impact. Hence, this theoretical contribution fulfill the 
thesis purpose to expand qualitative boundaries of contingency, flexibility and 
participatory development theories in the IDP field.  

 
3. Within contingency theory in IDP, there is the notion that projects are managed 

with outdated conceptual PM tools and rigid top-down controls (Svejvig & 
Andersen, 2014, p.278). Our qualitative findings expand this theory by evidencing 
that adequate project management tools and training in IDP affects project teams’ 
perception and attitude towards the concept participation and flexibility. Hence, 
through this research, it was concluded that flexibility in IDP is dependent on tools, 
methodologies, human resources development, dialogue, and stakeholders’ 
involvement during the implementation phase.  

 
4. There are conceptual intersections between theory PM in IDP, and PM in IT. Agile 

Methods and Design Thinking practices are based on learning, collaboration, 
efficiency, and people first principles. The practices would theoretically contribute 
with tools to overcome wicked issues in IDP, such as disregard for context, un-
holistic plans, exclusion, top-down controls, lack of feedback and accountability. 
The SUITED framework proposed in this theses expands the available literature in 
project management in the international development field, as well as Agile and 
Design Thinking. Since no attempts to develop such framework has been done 
before, it also represents a contribution to project management theory while relating 
to practice.    

 
5. There is theoretical notion that IDP are managed with outdated conceptual PM tools 

and rigid top-down controls. But the qualitative findings indicate that project 
management tools and training in IDP are commonly absent in real practice, which 
makes flexibility and participation widely misunderstood concepts. Through this 
research, it was concluded that flexibility in IDP is dependent on tools, 
methodologies, human resources development, and dialogue and stakeholders 
involvement during the implementation phase.  

8.2. PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS 
The research results may provide useful insights and tools for the future management of 
IDP. The SUITED framework would be an assistant managerial tool for specialized PM 
guidelines in the ID field. Nonetheless, due to the nature of this case study research 
strategy, statistical generalization is not applicable in this case. As per the limitations 
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identified for this research in section 1 Introduction, the findings are limited to social 
and economic development projects aiming to the enhancement of life quality. 
Moreover, as discussed in chapter 2 scientific methodology, the study is not expected to 
be generalizable, since it approaches a specific phenomenon within ID field. Therefore 
it is based on phronesis instead of generalizations. Having these considerations in mind, 
caution is suggested when trying to implement the SUITED framework in projects or 
industries beyond the scope of this research.  
 
The first practical contribution to the organizational and project management levels, is 
that organizations may achieve the design of projects with the adequate balance of 
robustness/flexibility through the use of Design thinking and Agile project principles, 
which by default use stakeholder collaboration and learning as core values. These 
propositions were further described in detail in a renovated PM practical proposition 
that was made through a discussion of the SUITED framework. The second practical 
implication is the contribution the SUITED framework would make to the design and 
implementation phases of IDP per se. It is an assistant tool that would enhance IDP 
management and stakeholders’ chances to realize expectations regarding project 
benefits and results. By increasing flexibility while delivering results in an iterative and 
incremental manner, the SUITED framework could tackle wicked challenges identified 
in the literature and the practice. The third practical implication is that the proposed 
framework may help to deploy organizational change efforts to allow learning and 
knowledge sharing of collaborative project management practices to allow robust but 
flexible IDP to deal with uncertainty.  
 
Lastly, we could identify additional improvements needed in IDP associated with our 
research, which could also have managerial implications. For instance, ID could benefit 
at the organizational, managerial and team levels from training and human resource 
development strategies. Additionally, the migration toward specialized tools in project 
management was a concern highlighted for both literature and empirical findings. 
Although these outcomes may not be entirely related to our research question and 
purpose, it is our hope that our thesis could create awareness among ID practitioners of 
these opportunities for improvement.  

8.3 POLICY AND SOCIETAL IMPLICATIONS 
These initiatives to search for more robust but flexible project designs and 
implementation process using appropriate methods and allowing participation, would 
have very positive policy and societal implications. Practitioners called for these as 
urgent IDP reforms, which would help with the challenges of the socially and politically 
complex projects, and enable project teams with appropriate tools to deal with change 
and contextual factors (Carroll & Burton, 2012; Small & Walker, 2010; Ika & Hodgson, 
2014). Theoretically, this would also improve upon much of accountability and power 
relations issues cited in the participatory development literature (Yamanganta et al., 
2013; Namwata et al., 2015; Ward, 2010; Brett, 2003), as human development is 
enhanced when transparency increases (Sims et al., 2011, p. 95). So, as the practical 
proposition o these thesis work would promote participation in development projects, it 
is assumed transparency will be reflected in both policy and IDP implementation 
processes.  
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8.4. OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
Future opportunities for relevant research should be directed towards putting the 
SUITED framework to practice and assessing effectiveness through quantitative studies. 
A correlation study between critical success factors in IDP and components of the 
SUITED framework should be performed in order to evolve into managerial techniques 
that are fully designed and adapted to IDP contexts. Thus, polishing and testing of its 
components would allow more accurate applications of it in IDP. It is also needed the 
assessment of the required components for enhanced flexibility in IDP with the 
inclusion of beneficiaries’ insights. Subsequently, a qualitative study on how the 
SUITED framework could be integrated to the PMDPro1 Book of Knowledge and 
positive/negative impacts of its inclusion could prove useful for both project 
management theory and practice. Furthermore, research on contingency and 
participatory development in IDP based on more robust requirements (i.e. public 
infrastructure) should be conducted. 
 
The findings produced by this research lead us also to inquire into what change 
management strategies could be adapted to IDP in order to facilitate transition from 
traditional project management to more agile project methods. Perhaps an assessment of 
available practical Agile transition and adoption frameworks (i.e. Gandomani & Nafchi, 
2015, p.216) under the light of participatory development could provide theoretical and 
practical contribution to IDP literature. In regards to social and political complexity in 
IDP, research shall be directed towards developing a mapping tool to assess the socio-
political complexity of development projects. Given the under-investigated nature of 
IDP management, all those inquiries could contribute to expand both theoretical 
knowledge and management guidelines about project management in non-conventional 
project settings. Similarly, the extreme characteristics of IDP contexts could expand 
theoretical and management perspectives on PM to traditional projects.  
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APPENDIX 1, INTERVIEW GUIDE  
A. ENGLISH VERSION 

 
Introductory Questions 

• Can you please tell us about your story in international development projects? 
• What are the projects in which you are currently working? 
• What are the goals of those projects? 

Theme: Project Design in IDP 
• Can you please reconstruct the process of designing this or other projects you 

have participated in? 
• How were the needs for development identified by the organization? 
• What were the methods or tools used during the design cycle? 

Theme: Project Implementation in IDP 
• Please tell us how was the implementation cycle of the project? 
• What were the project management methods and tools used during the 

implementation cycle? 
• What are the positive and negative practices you can recall from this phase? 

Theme: Challenges in IDP 
• What common challenges have you encountered in IDP during design and 

implementation phases? 
• How do those challenges relate to the project management methods employed? 

Theme: Contingency / Flexibility in IDP 
• Can you please describe the nature of flexibility the project had in order to face 

the challenges or take advantages of opportunities? 
• How do you think organizations consider the context of projects to allow 

flexibility for management? 
• For increasing the flexibility capabilities in IDP, what is the best way according 

to your experience? 
Theme: Participatory Development 

• How is participation implemented in IDP? (In what phases? What tools? Who 
are the participants?) 

• What is the role of power relationships in participatory mechanisms? 
• How is accountability distributed through systems of participation? 
• What are the challenges and advantages of participatory development in your 

experience? 
Interview Closure 

• What are the most urgent improvements in IDP design and implementation 
phases? 

• Is participation good at all? Why? 
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B. SPANISH VERSION 
 
Preguntas Introductorias 

• ¿Podría por favor contarnos su historia en proyectos de desarrollo? 
• ¿En qué proyectos se encuentra trabajado actualmente? 
• ¿Cuáles son los objetivos de esos proyectos? 

Tema: Diseño de Proyectos de Desarrollo 
• ¿Podría por favor describir el proceso llevado a cabo para diseñar este u otros 

proyectos en los cuales haya participado? 
• ¿Cómo se identificaron las necesidades de desarrollo a las que haría frente el 

proyecto? 
• ¿Cuáles fueron los métodos o herramientas empleados para diseñar el proyecto? 

Tema: Implementación de Proyectos de Desarrollo 
• Por favor cuéntanos ¿cómo se llevó a cabo la fase de implementación de este 

proyecto? 
• ¿Cuáles fueron los métodos o herramientas de dirección de proyectos empleados 

durante el ciclo de implementación? 
• ¿Cuáles son las prácticas positivas y negativas relacionadas de dirección de 

proyectos que puedes resaltar de esta fase? 
Tema: Desafíos para la Dirección de Proyectos de Desarrollo 

• ¿Cuáles son los desafíos que ha enfrentado en proyectos de desarrollo durante 
las fases de diseño e implementación? 

• ¿Cómo se relacionan esos desafíos a los métodos o estrategias de dirección de 
proyectos utilizados? 

Tema: Contingencia y Flexibilidad en Proyectos de Desarrollo 
• ¿Podría por favor describir el tipo y nivel de flexibilidad que tuvo el proyecto 

para hacer frente a los desafíos y aprovechar oportunidades emergentes? 
• ¿Cómo crees que las organizaciones consideran el contexto de los proyectos 

para permitir flexibilidad en la dirección de proyectos de desarrollo? 
• ¿Cuál es el mejor camino para incrementar la capacidad de flexibilidad en 

proyectos de desarrollo, de acuerdo a su experiencia? 
Tema: Desarrollo Participativo 

• ¿Cómo es implementada la participación de diferentes involucrados en los 
proyectos de desarrollo? (En qué fase? Qué herramientas? Quienes participan?) 

• ¿Cuál es el rol de las relaciones de poder en mecanismos de participación? 
• ¿Cuáles son los desafíos y ventajas de desarrollo participativo de acuerdo a su 

experiencia? 
Cierre de la entrevista 

• ¿Cuáles son las mejoras más urgentes requeridas para el diseño e 
implementación de proyectos de desarrollo? 

• ¿Es la participación de involucrados en el proyecto durante las fases de diseño e 
implementación buena al fin y al cabo? Por qué? 
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APPENDIX 2, THEMATIC NETWORK ANALYSIS 
Global Theme: IDP Design 

 
1. Organizing Theme: IDP needs identification. 

a. Basic Themes: 
• There is not a standard method to assess beneficiaries’ needs. 
• The needs identification is done by governments based on its priorities. 
• Governments set development priorities based on the Millennium 

Goals. 
• Private funded projects identify needs based on pilot methodologies. 
• There is a prioritization of organizational needs over beneficiaries 

needs. 
2. Organizing Theme: Stakeholders participation in IDP Design. 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Donor organization, government and implementation organization are 

called to participate. 
• Beneficiaries are called to provide baseline information, rather than 

fully participate in the design process. 
• Local partners and NGOs are contacted to provide information on their 

capabilities and experience, but not to give input on their strategic role. 
• Project managers and implementation team do not participate during the 

design process. 
3. Organizing Theme: Methodologies for IDP Design 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Logical Framework Matrix is the main tool employed for IDP Design. 
• Additional tools include Problem Tree Analysis and Resource-Based 

Management. 
• Sometimes, ad hoc tools relevant for the context and the funding 

organizations are employed. 
• The IDP Design methodology is Waterfall. 

4. Organizing Theme: Challenges during IDP Design 
a. Basic Themes: 

• There is not a proper handover in place. 
• Political factors. 
• Time gap between the design phase and the implementation phase (Too 

large or too short). 
• Low consideration of the community’s needs and its context to produce 

a relevant design. 
• Project managers and teams need to participate in the design process. 
• Sincere dialogue among stakeholders is necessary to successfully 

design an IDP. 
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Global Theme: IDP Implementation 
 

1. Organizing Theme: Stakeholders participation in IDP Implementation. 
a. Basic Themes: 

• Stakeholders’ relations during implementation are influenced by 
political factors and egos, which difficult dialogue. 
• Implementation team is organized around specialized committees. 
• Project manager is responsible of bridging the gap between design and 

implementation phase, and update the project accordingly. 
• Beneficiaries should be empowered during the implementation process. 
• Beneficiaries are not involved for decision making during 

implementation phase.  
2. Organizing Theme: Methodologies for IDP Implementation 

a. Basic Themes: 
• IDP implementation methods are highly focused on monitoring and 

control of the project (i.e. Cash Flow Burned Rate). 
• The most common implementation tools are still Excel and ad hoc 

graphic charts. 
• Reports are narrative, submitted three-monthly and annually. The most 

used reporting tool is Word. 
• The IDP Implementation methodology is Activity-Based Project 

Management. 
• In general there are not standard methods or tools for IDP 

implementation. They depend on the donor organization.  
3. Organizing Theme: Human Resource Development 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Project managers and teams need training in Ms Project and similar 

specialized project management tools.  
• IDP HR requires training in project management strategies and 

methodologies. 
• They require constant training in soft skills for project management. 
• They need to be trained in risk assessment and management, flexibility 

and change management.  
• There is a need for training on business models/plans so the project 

results can be sustained over time.  
4. Organizing Theme: Challenges during IDP Design 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Newer and more relevant methodologies for IDP. 
• Schedule control over stakeholders to complete responsibilities.  
• Promote dialogue between management, implementations and 

stakeholders with beneficiaries. 
• Division of implementation teams in different locations difficult the 

implementation phase. 
• Excessive control over resources. 
• Bad practices affecting governance. 
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Global Theme: Complexity (contingency) and Flexibility 
 

5. Organizing Theme: IDP Situations requiring flexibility 
a. Basic Themes: 

• General complexity of IDP contexts requires flexibility along the 
project lifecycle. 
• Flexibility is required to clarify IDP requirements, and adapt them to 

reality.  
• Objectives can be modified when they are impossible to achieve, the 

needs change or an updated version of the project is required. 
• Resources are reallocated to take advantage of opportunities.  

6. Organizing Theme: Introducing Flexibility to IDP 
a. Basic Themes: 

• Highlight the difference between project management success (time, 
budget, quality) and project impact success. 
• Introduce contingency and flexibility in the organizational culture top-

down. 
• Project manager skills and experience play a key role to introduce 

flexibility. 
• Training and dialogue to enhance the change management process. 
• Training about what is the scope of contingency and flexibility, why 

and when is it good for IDP. 
7. Organizing Theme: Human Resource Development 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Project managers and teams need training in Ms Project and similar 

specialized project management tools.  
• IDP HR requires training in project management strategies and 

methodologies. 
• They require constant training in soft skills for project management. 
• They need to be trained in risk assessment and management, flexibility 

and change management.  
• There is a need for training on business models/plans so the project 

results can be sustained over time.  
8. Organizing Theme: Challenges to increase flexibility in IDP 

a. Basic Themes: 
• Excessive control over funds promotes project rigidity. 
• Excessive control over activities and report tend to create solid 

structures. 
• There is not methodology adapted to IDP that could enhance flexibility. 
• There need to be a shift from Activity-Based Project Management to 

Results-Based Project Management. 
• Formal agreements and contracts prevent amendments to Logical 

Framework. 
• If flexibility is introduced, there is a fear changes may be done to the 

Logical Framework in an arbitrary manner. 
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Global Theme: Participatory Development 
 

1. Organizing Theme: Current Participatory Development moments 
a. Basic Themes: 

• Participatory development is done during the inception phase.  
• Workshops to present objectives, activities and sensitize main 

stakeholders. 
• Report meeting with critical stakeholders (funding organizations, 

government).  
2. Organizing Theme: Stakeholders role in Participatory Development 

a. Basic Themes: 
• The project manager eases the dialogue between stakeholders. 
• Only critical stakeholders intervene in the participatory development. 
• Stakeholders lack commitment during the implementation phase. 
• Donors and governments have agreements that regulate their 

relationships. 
• Beneficiaries only get introduced to the project when is already 

approved. 
• Sometimes stakeholders overextend their functions and influence. 

3. Organizing Theme: Challenges in Participatory Development 
a. Basic Themes: 

• Participation is perceived as a threat that allows opposing actors to take 
on the project decision-making process. 
• Participation in only done during the implementation phase, almost 

never during design.  
• Participation must start from the design phase.  
• There are not methods or strategies to achieve participation in IDP. 
• Participation requires an open and transparent communication strategy. 
• Accountability must be better distributed. 

 
 
 
 


